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EVALUATING SOCIAL SUSTAINABILITY IN PLANS FOR INTER-CULTURAL CITIES 
 
By Diane Faye A. Gapas, Master of Urban and Regional Planning 
 
A thesis submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Master of Urban 
and Regional Planning at Virginia Commonwealth University 
 
Virginia Commonwealth University, 2013 
 
Director: Dr. Meghan Z. Gough, Associate Professor,  
L. Douglas Wilder School of Government and Public Affairs 
 
 
 
Recently, there is an increasing interest and awareness on sustainability and sustainable 
development. Sustainability is comprised of the three E’s: environment, economy and equity. Of 
these three, the equity or the social sustainability component is often overlooked. As cities 
become more global and demographically diverse due to immigration, diversity’s impact to the 
city should be addressed through policies and plans. The content analysis and evaluation of city 
plans, policies and urban design examines their response to accommodating and including inter-
cultural diversity using identified indicators of social sustainability and equity. This study finds 
that the length of time a city has been a foreign-born population hub does not statistically impact 
its integration of social sustainability measures in its comprehensive and sustainability plans. It 
concludes with best practices of sample cities and discussion on how city and other jurisdictions’ 
plans can incorporate, address and measure immigrant and inter-cultural responsiveness through 
social sustainability and equity concerns. 
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Chapter I: INTRODUCTION 
 
 
 
There is increasing interest and awareness of sustainability and sustainable development 
among various individuals and entities, from researchers to policy-makers and planning 
professionals. Sustainability is comprised of the “three E’s”: environment, economy and equity. 
Of these, the equity, or social sustainability component, is often overlooked. Social sustainability 
refers to social and inter-generation equity, where policies and the physical realm support the 
social and cultural spirit of a place and its people, resulting in an improved quality of life.  
In the postmodern period, cities are becoming increasingly different and varied in 
composition and needs. Cities are more global and demographically diverse due to high 
immigration numbers. Cities become melting pots or mosaic canvases of different culture, 
backgrounds and needs.  Where such differences exist and intersect, the impact of social 
sustainability on the city should be addressed through policies and plans created in terms of 
responding to foreign-born population’s specific needs on transportation, housing, education, 
access to employment and social services.  
This thesis seeks to determine whether large U.S. cities with the highest share of foreign-
born population develop their comprehensive and sustainability plans to incorporate social 
sustainability principles to address the unique needs of their culturally diverse populace, 
particularly those of the foreign-born residents. In addition, it is assumed that the longer a city 
has been a hub of immigrants, the higher its degree of social sustainability, inclusivity and 
integration compared to newer foreign-born population hubs. This thesis also seeks to determine 
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and present whether newer foreign-born population hubs are ready to accommodate the influx of 
immigrants in their jurisdictions, and whether their planning measures are comparable or more 
advanced than those of their more established counterparts. The content analysis and evaluation 
of city plans, policies and urban design or forms can be gauged by measuring their response to 
accommodating and including inter-cultural diversity using identified indicators of social 
sustainability and equity.  
Social sustainability refers to individuals, communities and societies living together in 
places that promote well-being through infrastructure supporting social and cultural life through 
social amenities for citizen engagement, progress and growth (Woodcraft, Hackett, & Caistor-
Arendar, 2011). Equity is the social pillar of sustainability (Kates, Parris, & Leiserowitz, 2005). 
Social equity promotes equality in a society amidst social and economic disparities. In a socially 
equitable and sustainable society, differences in success are not due to association to a group or 
characteristics such as ethnicity or race (Johnson & Svara, 2011). With immigration, cities are 
centers of lifestyle changes and ethnic transformation. Thus, there is a need to reinvent the city to 
cater to its citizens (Stren & Polese, 2000) and embrace the diversity present in it in an inter-
cultural way (Academy for Sustainable Communities, 2006). Inter-culturalism suggests dialog, 
debate, confrontation and understanding of differences (Academy for Sustainable Communities, 
2006), particularly within inter-culturally diverse cities that serves as home to immigrants (Wood 
& Landry, 2008).  
The social sustainability indicators protocol, developed for this thesis, corresponds to the 
necessities and demands of residents, with specific attention to the foreign-born members of the 
population. The indicators are sorted into four main categories: “factual basis”, “goals and 
objectives”, “policies and strategies” and “plan implementation”. Sustainability strategies and 
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techniques focus on health, safety, walkability or availability of varied transportation modes, 
equality, and affordability in housing and economic resilience while maintaining the 
community’s unique character, culture and context.  
The sample was selected from the 2009 Census’ list of large U.S. cities with high 
immigration numbers that currently have comprehensive plans supplemented by sustainability 
plans available and accessible online. These cities were categorized into two groups: “established 
immigrant-concentration” cities or those that continuously and consistently have high foreign-
born population for more than 30 years, and “new foreign-born population” city hubs or those 
that recently displayed high foreign-born population numbers among the largest American cities 
(growth started in the 1980s onwards). This grouping was the basis for the comparison of cities 
by their responses to social sustainability as reflected in the policies contained within 
comprehensive and sustainability plans.   
Planning is “managing co-existence in a shared space” (Sandercock, 2000). The planning 
profession has an overall responsibility to the public to seek and ensure social justice, especially 
in providing for the needs of the disadvantaged and those who are not typically represented. In 
an article discussing cultural competence prepared by the Regional Research for Human Services 
(1988), minority populations are often perceived as the at-risk and underserved portion of the 
society. Models depicting cultural competence, such as “ethnic-sensitive practice, cross-cultural 
awareness practice, ethnic competence and ethnic minority practice,” were developed to 
understand the cultural dynamics of differences. Planners should deal fairly and justly with all 
the stakeholders of the planning process. Through the identification of diverse needs within cities 
and the application of sustainability principles to address them, cohesive and inclusive 
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environments will be created. Addressing social concerns will reap long-term benefits and ensure 
that continued success is plausible and attainable in the respective jurisdictions.  
The relationship between diversity and equity as a result of sustainability can improve 
our current cities and shape new ones. Cities that already address inclusiveness and diversity in 
their policies and plans can provide insightful solutions and serve as benchmarks. Planning 
practices of inclusive cities provide examples for identifying and setting underlying guidelines, 
suggestions, recommendations and implementation of a forward-looking plan that is inter-
cultural, integrated and sustainable.   
This thesis explores literature on sustainability, particularly its social dimension. It also 
examines current conditions of American cities as their demographic composition is becoming 
inter-cultural. The planning profession’s significant role in applying an inter-cultural lens to 
address social sustainability through the planning process and policy creations is also reviewed. 
This is followed by the comprehensive and sustainability plan evaluation and analysis of the 
scores received by each of the cities. In conclusion, a summary of recommendations for planning 
is presented to improve the social sustainability component of comprehensive plans for present 
and future inter-cultural cities. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5 
 
 
 
 
 
Chapter II: LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 
 
The review or related literature identified the thesis’ rational and justified the need to 
conduct this study. The principles of sustainability and sustainable development demonstrate the 
importance of inter-generational equity. In particular, social sustainability refers to the human 
aspect. It is the combination of the physical and the social world to support social and cultural 
life. Social sustainability is the core aspiration in the design of cities, especially since cities lead 
the transition to “majority minority” status. These are supported by Census data presenting 
foreign-born population trends. Due to the influx of immigrants, the thesis also looked into the 
inter-cultural approach in dealing with cities of “multiple publics”. These changes in 
demography impact the role of planning and planners. The impacts and challenges of cultural 
diversity to planning and the importance of cultural competence in the profession are also 
discussed in this section.    
 
Sustainability and Sustainable Development 
 
Towards the end of the twentieth century, four key themes, namely: “peace”, “freedom”, 
“development” and “environment”, were identified by the National Research Council Policy 
Division’s Board on Sustainable Development as deserving to be the main concern and 
aspiration of the world. During the 1970s and 80s, world commissions participated in global 
conferences and produced major documents, such as the Common Security: A Blueprint for 
Survival, also known as the Palme Report, by the Independent Commission on Disarmament and 
Security Issues and the North-South: A Program for Survival also called Brandt Report by the 
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Independent Commission on International Development Issues, that studied these international 
concerns. In particular, sustainable development was of interest due to its dual emphasis on both 
development and environment issues. The United Nations World Commission on Environment 
and Development (WCED), also referred to as the Brundtland Commission in reference to 
Chairman and former Norway Prime Minister Gro Harlem Brundtland, unified environment and 
development by explaining in its argument that “The ‘environment’ is where we live; and 
‘development’ is what we all do in attempting to improve our lot within that abode. The two are 
inseparable” (1987). In 1987, the report entitled Our Common Future or the Brundtland 
Commission Report provided the most widely used definition of sustainable development. 
Sustainable development is defined as “development that meets the needs of the present 
generation without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” 
(Kates et al, 2005). The better known interpretation of the definition is about its environment 
dimension. The lesser known interpretation reflects more on ‘basic needs’, ‘opportunity’ and 
‘aspirations for a better life’ (Zanoni & Janssens, 2009). The core principles of sustainable 
development, as outlined in the report, are ’public trust’ or ensuring that the state held its 
resources for the public’s benefit, ‘precautionary principle’ or preventing serious or irreversible 
damage, ‘subsidiarity’ or making decisions at the lowest suitable level, ‘polluter pays’ or 
requiring those responsible to pay damages, and a distinct focus on ‘inter-generational equity’ or 
safeguarding that future generations are not affected by present decisions (Kates et al, 2005; 
Manzi et al, 2010). 
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The Brundtland Commission report weaved and narrowed multiple societal values into 
the three E’s of sustainable development. These are environment, economy and equity (See 
Figure 1) (Berke et al, 2000).  
Figure 1: The Nature of Sustainability 
From the Atlanta Region Plan 2040 Framework 
 
These will address and confront the challenges faced by societies in dealing with 
protecting the environment, maximizing economic production and minimizing human suffering. 
Putting it simply, the general concept of sustainable development means “current and future 
generations must strive to achieve a decent standard of living for all and live within the limits of 
natural systems” (Berke & Conroy, 2000).  
In 1992, the United Nations Conference and Environment and Development (UNCED) 
met in Rio de Janeiro for the Earth Summit and issued a declaration of principles referred to as 
Agenda 21. It is comprised of actions and international agreements that address climate change 
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(Kates et al, 2005). It is also through Agenda 21 that sustainable development gained public 
interest and consciousness (Conroy & Berke, 2004). In 2002, the World Summit on Sustainable 
Development met in Johannesburg, South Africa and issued the Johannesburg Declaration. It 
expanded the standard three pillar definition in that it created the responsibility for the three to 
reinforce, advance and strengthen each other at the local, national, regional and global levels 
(Kates et al, 2005).  
At this time, sustainable development was at the center of goals and movements of 
different entities. The need for sustainable development has been recognized and considered 
necessary for progress. However, the concept has limits. The definitions can be ambiguous, 
narrow and may obscure larger concerns. Some argue it can be too idealistic and vague. 
Different entities advocating sustainable development tend to focus only on one component, or 
one “E”. Usually they address nature or the environment.  Earlier literature that focused on 
economic development centered upon discussions with confined focus on employment, 
consumption and wealth. These show that there is no universal agreement on the details 
discussing sustainable development and its components, even suggesting the presence of 
competing interests and conflicts inherent to each pillar (Kates et al, 2005; Berke et al, 2000). On 
top of that, there is also no universal agreement on how the concept can be translated to practice, 
leading to difficulty in its implementation. Berke and Conroy compiled four characteristics that 
reflect efforts to provide a more precise and specific definition of sustainable development: (1) 
long term ability to reproduce and revitalize, (2) balance among pillars, (3) linking global or 
regional needs to that of the local communities and (4) recognition that it is a dynamic process  
(Berke et al, 2000).   
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A Focus on Social Sustainability  
Among the three E’s, equity or the social pillar of sustainable development presents the 
widest range of characteristics and most diverse differences, as it sometimes referred to as social 
development, human well-being, social justice or poverty alleviation (Kates et al, 2005). The 
perception that it is a ‘concept in chaos’ is supported by the many ways social sustainability is 
presented. This unfortunately compromises its significance and importance. For two decades 
since the onset of awareness and interest on sustainable development, the human aspect is almost 
always neglected and overlooked (Vallance, Perkins, & Dixon, 2011; Omann & Spangenberg, 
2002). For instance, in discussions of development, it is often considered equivalent to economic 
development, but without regard to the human development and social justice, which in turn 
threatens certain livelihoods, groups of people and communities. Human development 
encompasses values such as education, life expectancy, equity, opportunities, security and well-
being and social ties they have formed (Kates et al, 2005).  
The WCED or Brundtland Report definition of sustainable development paints a larger 
picture of the situation. The essence of the concept addresses both tangible and intangible needs 
dependent on the following items: (1) reviving growth, (2) changing the quality of growth, (3) 
meeting basic needs for employment, nourishment, energy, water and sanitation, (4) ensuring 
sustainable population level, (5) conserving and improving the resource base, (6) reorienting 
technology and risk management, (7) merging environment and economics in decision-making 
and (8) reorienting international economic relations (Vallance et al, 2011).        
Definitions 
According to the Oxford Institute for Sustainable Development (OISD), social 
sustainability is defined as “Concerning how individuals, communities and societies live with 
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each other and set out to achieve the objectives of development models which they have chosen 
for themselves, also taking into account the physical boundaries of their places and planet earth 
as a whole”. At an operational level, there are actions in key thematic areas from which social 
sustainability arises. These actions range from “capacity building and skills development to 
environmental and spatial inequalities” (2011). Given such, social sustainability is a mix of 
traditional social policy areas and principles – like equity and health, and emerging concerns – 
like participation, needs, social capital, economy and environments. Recently, the OISD included 
happiness, well-being and quality of life as additional notions of social sustainability that are 
being weighed in and considered. The Young Foundation, a research foundation based in UK 
with international ventures, sees social sustainability as “A process for creating sustainable, 
successful places that promote wellbeing, by understanding what people need from the places 
they live and work. Social sustainability combines design of the physical realm with design of 
the social world – infrastructure to support social and cultural life, social amenities, systems for 
citizen engagement and space for people and places to evolve” (Woodcraft et al, 2011). 
There are several aspects or interpretations of social sustainability as organized and 
defined by various scholars in order to operationalize and examine the social dimension of 
sustainable development. Vallance, Perkins and Dixon (2011) cited the works of three authors: 
Sachs, Godschalk and Chiu. Sachs discussed social sustainability and whole development 
through elements such as social homogeneity, equitable income and access to goods, services 
and employment, with equal importance to cultural sustainability and political sustainability. 
Cultural sustainability is balancing external change while allowing development and continuity 
within. Political sustainability deals with democracy, human rights and institutional control of 
events such as war and risk avoidance. Godschalk added a livability component of social 
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sustainability to resource, development and property components. These components could align 
and conflict, underscoring that the concept of sustainability does not always generate desirable 
outcomes. The third scholar, Chiu, identified types of social sustainability with a focus on social 
limits, ecological limits and equality. The range of discussion regarding social sustainability 
presented by previous studies provided the basis to identify in depth its three components. The 
renewed interest in the concept of social sustainability investigated and explained the social 
dimension of sustainability. Social sustainability is comprised of ‘development sustainability,’ 
‘bridge sustainability’ and ‘maintenance sustainability’ (Vallance et al, 2011).   
Development social sustainability refers to one’s basic needs, social capital, justice and 
equity among a few. In order to explain this, the relationship between the realities of practice and 
social sustainability as a concept were investigated. This leads to another challenge: why has 
social sustainability received less attention than the more prevalent environment and economic 
components? Actual practice in response to social sustainability or social development does not 
generally alleviate poverty conditions. Important aspects of social development have already 
been identified. These are (1) inter and intra-generational equity, (2) distribution of power and 
resources, (3) employment, (4) education, (5) provision of basic infrastructure and services, (6) 
freedom, (7) justice, (8) access to decision making forum and (9) capacity-building. In addition 
to these less tangible aspects or requirements are the tangible, basic requirements such as (1) 
potable water, (2) healthy food, (3) medication and (4) housing. However social development is 
often deemed of more importance and priority in connection to less developed and developing 
nations and not a main concern for first-world countries, in which case social development’s 
context is associated with social capital, social cohesion and social exclusion. The lack of 
attention paid to social development in first-world countries is done with the understanding that 
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issues such as poverty, malnutrition, health problems and housing shortage have already been 
eliminated in progressive countries, which is not always the case. In general, addressing 
everyone’s basic needs is a vital and crucial first step in achieving overall social development. 
Only after dealing with basic needs would one address biophysical environmental concerns like 
installing green technologies, buying energy efficient appliances or building green, efficient 
houses. For instance, in providing socially sustainable housing, there should be more flexible 
land tenure models enabling people of varied incomes to benefit from good design and healthy 
homes (Vallance et al, 2011).  
Bridge social sustainability refers to changes in behavior or social conditions to address, 
improve or enhance environmental goals. Social conditions are defined as “non-transformative”, 
referring to conventional and incremental changes, or “transformative”, referring to radical 
approach or re-imagination of the human relationship with one another and with their 
surroundings. Maintenance social sustainability refers to what should be preserved and what can 
be sustained in terms of socio-cultural characteristics and patterns. It deals with traditions, 
cultural practices, choices and places. Maintenance is demonstrated in three ways: through habit, 
through movement or through protest while experiencing forces of change such as globalization, 
technological influx, resource shortage, immigration, employment and opportunity fluctuations, 
among others. Sustainability measures may threaten certain patterns of behavior, values and 
traditions (Vallance et al, 2011).     
According to Vallance, Perkins and Dixon, a sustainable city is where people actually 
prefer to reside. True sustainability demonstrates a relationship between the city and its residents, 
where they support and balance each other. In order to maintain the social sustainability of a 
place, there should be a good understanding of (1) housing development, (2) street layout, (3) 
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open spaces, (4) residential densities, (5) location of services, (6) familiarity of habitual 
movements in places and (7) connections between cultures, practices and values in varied 
lifestyles. The ‘chaotic’ nature of social sustainability can be attributed in part to the conflict 
among its three components, suggesting that what people need may not be what people want or 
what is good for their surroundings. Especially in a concept as complex as social sustainability, 
social consequences result from every change. However, these three components should 
harmonize and complement each other in order to represent the social aspect of sustainability. It 
may be difficult to come up with a sole, encompassing definition or depiction of social 
sustainability, but definitions should be able to complement and match one another, not 
contradict or impede the other E’s of sustainable development. The balance of environment, 
economy and equity will lead to sustainable development’s overall success (Vallance et al, 
2011).    
Social sustainability encompasses four key components that self-reinforce each other and 
work inter-dependently. These components link social sustainability to actual practices and 
policies. The first component is “social capital”, which refers to social networks, norms, trust and 
civic engagement governing the interactions among people. Social capital addresses what is 
common and shared in the society as a whole, more than the collection of individuals. This 
provides the “starting point” for the social dimension of sustainable development. The second 
component is “social infrastructure”, which provides an operational perspective. Most 
infrastructure plans focus on hard infrastructure like construction of new roads or bridges. A 
small percentage of the budget is allotted for the less tangible soft infrastructure, which mainly 
refers to “social and community” infrastructure. Some examples include community services, 
health, education, rural development, activity centers, transport-oriented developments and 
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government-citizen measures to strengthen local governance through informing and including 
the civil society. Under-funding and neglecting these elements of soft infrastructure could result 
in negative social, economic and local governance outcomes. The third component is “social 
justice and equity”, which offers an ethical imperative to the formulation of policies, strategies 
and the implementation of initiatives. Issues of deprivation are present across populations, not 
just in developing nations. With such, appropriate and affordable health services, housing 
projects, food and sustenance sources and education must be enforced and guaranteed at the local 
level. This offers residents means to fulfill the basic human need of living a safe, healthy and 
fulfilling life. Finally, “engaged governance” is the fourth component. It provides a 
methodological foundation for working together for social sustainability in policy-making, 
planning and practice. It suggests participatory democracy where citizens take part in active 
engagement where usually, the population remains passive and withdrawn (Cuthill, 2010).  
The value of social equity, along with related values of equality and fairness, has been a 
central theme in American history, although it has been often overshadowed by other values. 
Social equity addresses the promotion of equality in a society amidst social and economic 
disparities, providing members of the society equal prospects and possibilities for success and 
protection. A socially equitable society is one where differences in success are not due to an 
association with a defined group or characteristics such as ethnicity or race. Critical issues in 
regard to fair, just and equitable creation and implementation of policies, distribution of services 
and management of organizations working for the public indicate that social equity problems in 
America exist and persist (Johnson et al, 2011). 
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Social Inclusivity  
Thus, creating and designing cities and communities that are sustainable will be one of 
the main challenges of our times, with social sustainability as core aspiration. A community’s 
success is not only based on its physical design and economic and environmental sustainability 
considerations. The uniqueness of a place, community or city and of its residents 
correspondingly means that the development of social sustainability measures cannot be 
standardized or regularized, unlike environmental sustainability where there is a definite set of 
standards applicable to most, if not all, places (Woodcraft et al, 2011).  
Social design of the community encompasses planning, design and development. It 
requires the integration of varied city components within the existing urban fabric to address 
wellbeing, quality of life and satisfaction of residents. One example would be the incorporation 
and passing of housing policies, which may be perceived as positive at first, but could lead to 
concentration and gentrification. The goal of social design is cohesion and inclusion, not 
segregation and exclusion. The planning and design of communities is challenged by growth and 
migration. By the year 2030, the United Nation reports three out of five people will be urban 
dwellers and the issue and need for affordable housing and other social infrastructure becomes 
serious. Social infrastructure refers to a range of necessities and services such as schools, shops, 
neighborhood parks, shared community spaces, neighborhood groups and local transport modes. 
On top of these, there is experiential knowledge that influences the feeling of attachment and 
belonging to a place. Through volunteering, neighborliness, activism and democratic 
engagement, residents in a community become active members in local participation process. If 
residents become involved during the onset of community building, future social problems such 
as anti-social behavior, isolation or fragmented views and its incurred costs and management 
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issues, can be prevented and mitigated. It takes time for social networks to develop. Some studies 
cite that it takes an average of 15 years for such to be created (Woodcraft et al, 2011). In order 
for cities to be sustainable, there should be close regard for the residents who inhabit and create 
them, based upon a bottom-up approach and understanding that sustainability is a dynamic, 
social and cultural process (Zannoni et al, 2009). City inhabitants should have a stable financial 
resource, access to public goods and services and the opportunity to participate in community 
interaction. Usually, social institutions such as family, religion and employment offer integration 
and a sense of belonging in groups of different ethno-cultural backgrounds (Seguin & Germain, 
2000).   
A research in China cited in the Design for Social Sustainability: A Framework for 
Creating Thriving New Communities presents what residents perceive to be important to sustain 
mixed communities:“(1) good quality housing, (2) good schools, (3) safe, clean and friendly 
neighborhoods, (4) community outreach workers, (5) pre-school child care, (6) well-integrated 
social housing, (7) careful inter-agency planning, (8) neighborhood staff and (9) supervision of 
open spaces and parks.. Inflexibility in housing or lack of public transport linking the urban 
center to communities impacts the opportunities for its residents, thus influencing their choices 
(Woodcraft et al, 2011). It also impacts whether the place can retain its residents and attract or 
invite new residents to maintain a mix of dwellers (Woodcraft et al, 2011; Kates et al, 2005).     
Evolving Cities, Changing Demography 
Cities are where people of different social, cultural and ethnic backgrounds meet and 
coexist, under a common economy and institution. Globalization and cultural exchange become a 
focus of social transformation. When cities develop, differences also widen. There is an 
observable increase in social inequality, cultural conflict and political fragmentation. 
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Immigration in cities brings about lifestyle changes and ethnic transformation (Stren et al, 2000). 
Frey explained that immigration is the reason for the transition towards a “racially and ethnically 
diverse society” (2010). This can initiate segregation due to “limited language proficiency, 
poverty, race and ethnicity (Frey, 2010). Anxiety over crime, unemployment, diseases and 
population growth also accompany the progress and development of cities. Thus, the ability of 
urban leaders to provide an adequate supply of services and infrastructure to their respective 
jurisdictions is challenged. Cities are venues where consolidation of communities can resist 
deterioration, preserve language, culture and traditions, and fight discrimination. The influx of 
immigrants creates cultural vibrancy and provides added talent and employment or 
entrepreneurial resource (Stren et al, 2000).  
Realities of the times require more inclusion, incorporation and broader consultation with 
the imminent trends and changes. In the message given by UNESCO’s Social and Human 
Sciences sector, “cities must serve the people who live in them,” referring to building cities of 
peace, democracy and development (2000). There is a need to re-invent the city in order to cater 
to its citizens and put them at the core of public policy. Humanizing the city can be achieved by 
finding a balance among its residents of all backgrounds and between the city and its physical 
environment (Stren et al, 2000). For instance, in Montreal social sustainability and inclusion is 
illustrated through governmental actions and interventions in providing financial support to 
health care and education services, poverty alleviation, investments in infrastructure projects and 
preservation of older, existing urban neighborhoods. There are also aspatial or universal policies 
created, established and enforced by the central government to address housing and public 
transport systems. Montreal’s existing fabric does not display ghettoization or marginalization of 
neighborhoods, even in areas with relatively high poverty levels. The illustration of social 
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sustainability in the case of Montreal is also influenced by historical factors and additional roles 
played by the different levels of its government (Seguin et al, 2000).    
Ensuring social sustainability and inclusion is currently one of the biggest challenges 
faced by cities. Capturing the diversity of their jurisdictions and reflecting such in their policies, 
strategies and actions are major factors needed to achieve community ownership and sustainable 
communities. Citizen engagement and participation are also important. The key is for city 
leaders, officials and planners to realize and embrace the presence and advantages of diversity.  
They should learn and cooperate in an inter-cultural way, use public engagement to foster long-
term relationships, possess the right attitude and skills, ensure cultural competence in practice 
and find creative means on managing conflict and building relationships. Integrating and being 
aware of culture in the realm of dealing with sustainability bridges the past and the future. 
Variety in city composition allows for more ideas, options and opportunities, which pave the way 
for better quality of life. Heterogeneous nations possess the ability to adapt to change and are 
more tolerant, qualities perceived as positive for wealth creators and investors. The challenge is 
maximizing the interaction between people while eliminating the possibility of distrust and 
disengagement (Academy for Sustainable Communities, 2006).  
Inter-culturalism 
Instead of treating cities through a multicultural approach where separation of needs 
exists, cities should be dealt using the inter-cultural approach. Inter-culturalism suggests 
“establishment of dialog and debate, confrontation and understanding of difference, mediation, 
resolution and mutual learning” (Academy for Sustainable Communities, 2006). Limited by the 
confines of a city, the intersection between varying demographics: gender, class, sexual 
preference, race, culture and religion, is particularly visible (Sandercock, 2000). Our present, 
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post-modern cities of ‘multiple publics’ are more global and differently structured. 
Postmodernity’s landscape is a landscape of differences (Sandercock, 2003).  Sandercock refers 
to these cities, where people of different backgrounds live alongside each other, as ‘mongrel 
cities’ (Sandercock et al, 2002; Sandercock, 1998; Sandercock, 2004).  
There are socio-cultural factors reshaping cities, namely “post-colonialism, rise of civil 
society (women and other so-called ‘minorities’) and migration” (Sandercock, 1998). In the age 
of post-colonialism, a different form of “power in occupation” is observed. Although there are no 
actual colonial settlements anymore,  the process of building cities through certain planning and 
clearing practices impact and exclude indigenous people for the sake of “more productive and 
efficient” land use (Sandercock, 1998). The form of a city has always been associated with a 
patriarchal order, where men plan, design, build and use cities. Since the wave of the 1970s when 
women advocates pushed for recognition of their needs, the need for “public transport, child 
care, community facilities, safety, right to public space” were acknowledged. In addition to the 
feminine voice, the voices of ’others’ were also asserted. These are the voices of “women of 
color, of lesbians and the physically challenged”. It raised the need to combat racism, 
homophobia and discrimination (Sandercock, 1998).  
The pace of migration intensified especially in the mid-1980s. One factor to which this 
increase is attributed is the increasing inequality of wealth which drives people to move where 
there is available employment and opportunity. There are also free trade areas that added to the 
movement of available labor. Another factor influencing this change is the political pressure and 
struggle forcing people to seek refuge and safety. Migrations cause economic, demographic and 
social structure changes. In some cases, this leads to destabilization of the existing social order. 
The postmodern landscape, marked by differences, may continually remain as sites of conflict 
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and struggle (Sandercock, 1998). However, cities that attracted migrants, talented and creative 
people, while fostering inter-cultural diversity are perceived as positive assets (Wood et al, 
2008). Immigrants strengthen and define civic culture, demonstrating the positive role of 
immigration affirmed by the 1978 Select Commission on Immigration and Refugee Policy 
created by the US Congress (Fuchs, 1999). In this case, diversity is seen as an advantage and not 
as a deficit, with inter-cultural exchange leading to cultural literacy and cultural competence. 
This potential brings about tolerance and competitiveness at the time of heightened globalization. 
However this entails that people’s outlook, skills and aptitudes be transformed (Wood et al, 
2008).  
All these socio-cultural changes impact each other and imply the complex “cultural 
politics of difference” apparent in cities (Sandercock, 1998). Its inter-cultural nature depicts its 
social life (Qadeer, 1997). Five principle or key areas of inter-cultural cities are considered to be 
necessary in order to achieve the balance it requires and advantage to which it aspires. First, 
there should be the component of a leader with an inter-cultural perspective. It requires the 
leader to be the initiator of dialog and plan creation, of which the benefits  exceed one’s term of 
office. The second component is that of city-making with an inter-cultural lens. With the needed 
leadership, everyone involved in the process should also possess similar views. The lens would 
enable them to see the range of things and issues needed to be addressed. The third principle is 
city management. It refers to the creation of rules and policies. It can be confined to city limit 
regulations to foreign policies, diplomacies and trade strategies. The fourth principle refers to a 
new form of citizenship. People identify themselves and feel a sense of belonging and loyalty 
with the places where they work, live and interact, referring to a more local form of citizenship 
or glocal citizenship. Lastly, the final component that should not be overlooked is the bridgers 
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and mixers. These people are already seeing through the inter-cultural lens and are already living 
it. Thus, they spearhead shift and welcome differences (Wood et al, 2008).   
Expecting the ‘others’ - immigrants and other minorities, to adapt, blend-in, dissolve, 
dilute or assimilate is replaced by the exercise of human rights and equality, which are basic 
tenets of social sustainability. This covers the right to organize their lives based on their choices, 
values and beliefs and their right to practice and preserve heritage through spoken language or 
practice of religion and customs. Ethnic minorities face and require a divergent set of needs, 
ranging from community and public services to housing facilities and neighborhood 
arrangements. For instance, the basic need of housing is a prominent representation of the 
variability of dealing with such differences. Dwelling size and design is one representation of the 
dwellers’ preferences and beliefs. There may be cultural beliefs, like that for feng shui, that 
affects a house’s layout. Other layout designs reflect functionality such as having open plans or 
two kitchens. There can also be differences in household use, occupancy, density and definition 
of family (Qadeer, 1997).  US Housing guidelines and standards may not necessarily relate to 
other cultural traditions and preferences in the home set-up. A major representation in real life 
would be overcrowding. Conventional views state that overcrowding will decline if the 
community is able to provide adequate and affordable housing. However, US Census data 
indicate that there is an increase in overcrowding incidents, both for owned and rented housing 
units among recent immigrants. For example in Asian homes even where they exceed 80%of 
median incomes, overcrowding remains prevalent. Thus, affordability of housing units may not 
be the reason for overcrowding in these households. Culturally, Asians prefer living in close 
quarters to create closer bonds between siblings. Similarly, in Mexican families, arrangement of 
space and uses foster sharing and inter-dependence. Both examples may not meet the American 
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standards. Thus, cultural context and norms in an issue like overcrowding in housing are 
important in the creation of appropriate policies. The main goal of housing policy should be to 
assure a healthy, hygienic and safe environment. But, nothing indicates that room size or 
occupancy are important factors in this. Burayidi suggests that instead of relying on standardized 
housing, there is a need to meet varying tastes and ways of life. Instead of solely focusing on 
increasing affordable housing supply for ethno-cultural groups, complementing housing with 
increased level of neighborhood services – schools, parks, rubbish collection – would impact 
these groups’ welfare equally. In some places, in response to restrictive zoning and stringent 
housing codes, ‘intentional communities’ are created. These are co-housing, co-operative 
housing and neo-traditional communities which attempts to foster the sense of community lost in 
modern subdivisions (Burayidi, 2003). 
The house’s location in a neighborhood and its accessibility to social and cultural specific 
institutions and community services (ranging from places of worship, cultural activities, funeral 
homes, venues accommodating ethnic sports and gatherings, ethnic senior home, counseling and 
resource center, immigration office and language classes, among others) are major 
considerations when attempting to meet a balanced development. In some cases, to incorporate 
socio-cultural specific institutions, permitting site-specific accommodations and variances may 
be necessary (Qadeer, 1997; Qadeer, 2009). However, simply providing “contact spaces” 
between housing and urban public venues or the mentioned social institutions does not 
necessarily foster resident inter-dependence and public engagement, thus it does not teach and 
inculcate inter-cultural awareness. Amininstead suggests strengthening the “micro-publics” 
(2002). These are the places where dialog and negotiations between people of different 
backgrounds are unavoidable and compulsory. Common micro-publics are workplaces, schools, 
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youth and community centers and sports clubs. Other venues include community gardens, child-
care facilities, youth projects, neighborhood watch activities and neighborhood regeneration or 
revitalization projects. Everyday contacts, sharing and comparing tasks lead to inter-cultural 
interaction that slowly diminishes strangeness (Amin, 2002).   
Minority to Majority 
The composition of American demography is evolving (Hochschild, 2012). The past 
decade, from 2000 to 2010, experienced critical milestones bringing forth new realities that 
redefine the identity and choices of where and with whom one would live and the means to 
provide for welfare, at the individual, familial or communal level. One of these new realities is 
population growth. America added approximately 28 million people in the past decade. Large 
metropolitan areas experienced almost double the rate of percent growth (at 10.5%) compared to 
the rest of the country (at 5.8%). Another reality is the diversification of population. In the 
1970s, America was more “racially and ethnically homogeneous” where five in six Americans 
were non-Hispanic whites. At that time, immigrants comprised of almost 5% of the US 
population. Whereas in 2008, 38 million immigrants made up 12.5% of the population, 
indicating one in eight Americans is foreign-born. One third of the US population is non-white, 
including Hispanics. The percent of foreign-born population has been consistently increasing 
since 1970, but the 12.5% is lower than the percentages in the early 20
th
 Century where it 
reached 14.7% in 1910. In the years 2000 to 2008, this group of the population saw an 83% 
population growth. Due to immigration, about 25% of American children have at least one 
immigrant parent. The shift to a non-white society is more apparent. By 2042, it is estimated by 
the census bureau that non-Hispanic whites will comprise less than half of the entire United 
States’ population. But one does not have to look that far ahead. Current large metropolitan areas 
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already have majority non-white under-18 population. (State of Metropolitan America, 2010). 
With the aging and decline in white population and the slower or lesser growth of African-
American population, the white-black US population can be considered obsolete (Frey, 2011). 
Metropolitan statistical areas are defined as having at least one urbanized area with a 
minimum of 50,000 population and adjacent territory which has a high degree of social and 
economic integration with the urban core through commuting ties (OMB Bulletin No. 03-04, 
2003). The metropolitan areas are at the forefront of these new realities and trends. These have 
been the traditional nexus of minority settlement in America, wherein the roots of most 
immigrants are concentrated in such areas. Population numbers for 2010 show that 22 of the 100 
largest metropolitan areas are already “majority minority”, or more than half of their population 
is non-whites and Hispanics. Sixteen of these have Hispanics as their most populous minority 
group and three have Asians (Frey, 2011). The foreign-born population is thus mainly 
concentrated in large metropolitan areas as well. 85% of US immigrants reside in the 100 largest 
metropolitan areas. These large metropolitan areas accounted for over 16% of foreign-born 
population. From 2000 to 2008, the foreign-born population in the largest 100 metropolitan areas 
grew by 21.3%. This means an annual rate of about 2.4%, lower than the annual foreign-born 
population growth rate in the 1990s, which was 4.5% (Frey, 2010). 
Foreign-born population is defined by the US Census Bureau as anyone not born a US 
citizen, including naturalized citizen, lawful permanent residents, temporary migrants like 
foreign students, humanitarian migrants like refugees and undocumented migrants (Grieco et al, 
2012). This, however, does not include the second generation, comprised of those born with at 
least one US citizen parent and those born in the United States, Puerto Rico or US Island area, 
even from foreign-born parents. In terms of foreign-born population numbers, the metropolitan 
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areas of New York and Los Angeles already account for almost ten million. In terms of foreign-
born percentage, it is observable that nine of ten are located in Sub-belt states such as California, 
Texas and Florida. The second generation population accounts for 23% of the children 
population in the United States and 29% across metropolitan areas (Frey, 2010).    
During the 1990s, the US foreign-born population increased 57.4% (Singer, 2004). In this 
“landmark decade in demographic composition, America’s largest cities were the leaders of the 
nation’s growing diversity. Population growth in the largest cities, unlike the rest of the nation, 
was more concentrated in the Hispanic and Asian population (Berube, 2003).  Big cities are 
leaders in the transition to majority minority status. In 2010, 32 of the largest cities have non-
whites making up the majority of the population. That was up from 26 in the year 2000, a 
23.08% increase from the previous decade. In 1990, only 19 of the largest cities are “majority 
minority” in status. This is a 36.84% increase in the two-decade period from 1990 to 2000 (Frey, 
2011b). This demographic change implies new ethnic and racial dynamics in which cities are the 
“central locus” of race and nativity (Hochschild, 2012). The increased proportion of foreign-born 
in city populations is amplified by the pace of “white flight” and “black flight” cities are 
experiencing (Frey, 2011b). The changes experienced by these cities present significant 
implications in its social climate or the types of services to be catered, economic climate or the 
funding for the said services and political climate or the face of local politics in the years ahead 
(Berube, 2003). 
Role of Planning and Planners  
As changes in demography take place, residents develop new needs and desires. Thus, 
politics will adjust in response to these changes. If a city does not change at the same time as its 
demography, then disagreements and “stress-filled phenomena” will occur (Hochschild, 2012). 
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The role of planning is mainly to regulate space, its production and use. Planners regulate the 
said land uses however, in being a spatial police, they often regulate the bodies or the people 
using the land: who can do what, be where and during when (Sandercock, 2003). Urban life’s 
quality is reflective of e and may even be determined by its urban planning institution. Urban 
planning is part of the public domain, meaning it should cut across ethnic or racial lines. 
Although there are problems encountered by ethno-cultural groups that may not be within the 
planner’s scope of responsibilities, urban planning efforts can alleviate these problems and ease 
its impacts. Thus, urban planning can create objectives, public policies and strategies that would 
reconcile the various values of different groups (Qadeer, 2009).  
The Culture of Planning 
Planning is “managing coexistence in a shared space” (Sandercock, 2000). Planning a 
social project for a mongrel city requires the planning culture to be reviewed and updated, a 
process in which planners, politicians and residents all take part (Sandercock, 2004). Planning 
culture is rooted in “rationality, scientism and universalism”(Sandercock, 2004). This is based on 
and influenced by what Sandercock outlinesas the five pillars of planning wisdom: rationality, 
comprehensiveness, scientific method, faith in state-directed futures and faith in the planners’ 
ability to identify what is good for the people (2004). With these, planners view their jurisdiction 
as a whole and perceive residents with ‘sameness’ (Burayidi, 2003). Planners tend to return to 
technicality and regulation even when dealing with ethno-cultural groups and the inequities 
surrounding them. With technical rationality, planners favor Euclidian zoning ordinance, and the 
development of mixed use neighborhoods is not even an option. Planners also have a preference 
for objective and factual knowledge rather than feelings, passion and the value of a space’s 
symbolic meaning (Burayidi, 2003; Sandercock, 2004).  
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Planning is concerned with assisting people, having the ultimate goal of improving their 
general welfare. Planners and residents that vary in interests and values presents a new level of 
complexity and reality in the practice of planning (Burayidi, 2003). The transition from the 
“modernist paradigm” to the “postmodern praxis” in planning requires those in the profession to 
balance the practice of democracy, inclusiveness, cultural diversity, flexibility, participation, 
identity difference and social justice (Sandercock, 1998). Exposing planners to diversity, 
inclusive planning processes and concerns of a culturally diverse constituency provides the 
planner with a broader understanding and elimination of discrimination and cultural biases in 
land use, housing and urban services (Burayidi, 2003). Aside from this, diversifying planning 
staff by including minority employees in planning departments, commissions or task forces is 
another way to incorporate a different perspective. The inclusion of ethnic, minority or local 
neighborhood groups and community organizations in planning decision-making also offers 
them representation in the participation process (Qadeer, 2009). Planning is a social project. It 
can only be achieved if all stakeholders: planners, politicians and residents, participate 
(Sandercock, 2004). The measure of urban planning’s effectiveness depends upon how it 
responds to citizens’ needs and goals. Responsiveness depends on its ability to accommodate 
citizens’ varied social and cultural needs and on how individuals and groups are treated (Qadeer, 
1997). A city’s official or comprehensive plan must recognize ethnic and cultural diversity as a 
planning goal (Qadeer, 2009).  
Planning and Community Cohesion 
Growing cities, particularly those presenting faster growth, are the ones attracting new 
residents. New residents include populations from all racial and ethnic backgrounds. For cities to 
achieve real growth means being able to provide an attractive and safe living environment to 
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residents of various origins and necessities. Focusing on the structure and delivery of basic 
services, such as health care, schools and public education, safety, housing, transportation and 
infrastructure among others, is appealing to households and beneficial to city residents (Berube, 
2003). In the distribution of public services to ameliorate and address the effects of poverty and 
race, reforms strengthen public service at the local level, wherein services are “routinized, 
patterned, incremental and predictable” (Frederickson, 2005). Frederickson added that provision 
of social services and its corresponding decision and delivery rules responds to varying local and 
specific demands (2005). Given the unique characteristics of the resident populace, 
understanding the local context is important to respond to change and prepare for the future 
(Berube, 2003). 
Diversity is one of America’s strengths (Fuchs, 1999). Urban America has always 
experienced diversity in terms of cultural and ethnic composition. On framing urban policies and 
in the practice of planning, the needs of these ethno-cultural groups cannot be overlooked and 
discounted (Burayidi, 2003). Throughout most of US history, it has dealt with the challenge of 
building a society where religious and ethno-cultural diversity and difference is recognized, 
legitimized and respected within a unifying framework (Fuchs, 1999).  
A majority of nations, like the United States, experience diverse, ethnic, or religious 
communities within their borders(Young, 1999). Management of cultural diversity is becoming a 
prominent issue due to demographic change, political mobilization and assertiveness of minority 
groups (Tierney, 2007).  In such conditions, state policy plays a critical and important role in 
determining cooperative interaction and limit confrontation between various society segments. 
The perception of inequity adds to the conviction that state policies were created and 
implemented in favor of the dominant group (Young, 1999). The dominant group, which is 
 
 
29 
 
usually the majority group or sometimes a minority group that established dominance and strong 
presence, serves as the basis for “identity, language, history, culture, literature, myths, religions 
and so on(Kymlicka, 2007) . Public policies typically were to promote, stimulate and consolidate 
“language, history, mythology, heroes, symbols, literature, educational system, media and 
religion” among a few utilizing an assimilationist approach (Kymlicka, 2007). In some cases, 
‘demographic engineering’” is employed by policymakers upon groups resisting or challenging 
the set ideal policies. However, more democracies exhibited a reversal in practice, becoming 
more inclined to a culturally diverse model with distribution of resources and sharing of power 
and offices (Kymlicka, 2007).  State policies should ensure harmonious interaction and equitable 
treatment of different groups. However, coming up with an effective policy accommodation for 
cultural diversity is unending and evolving since diversity and identity tied to culture is dynamic. 
Policies need to find a balance in being fixed and rigid and being flexible and adaptable, 
allowing for bargaining on major issues, commitment and consideration of context (Young, 
1999).   
As early as the 1960s, lawyer and city planner Paul Davidoff witnessed through advocacy 
experience that different groups in the society possess significant varying needs that may not be 
addressed by a singular unitary plan, especially if these groups are not represented and 
recognized by the policy makers. Advocacy or equity planning exhibits a grassroots, pluralistic 
approach in empowering stakeholders in the process of planning during a period of racial 
discrimination and social injustice. The need for intelligent planning means the creation and 
specification of new goals and new methods to achieve it. Planners serve as representatives of 
and advocates for interest groups, minorities, underrepresented and often neglected members of 
the communities in order to establish an effective urban democracy, giving the public a more 
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active role in the public policy formation process. In planning, the government must operate to 
“include rather than exclude citizens from participating in the process” (Davidoff, 1965). 
Citizens are heard, well-informed and can respond to the technicality of preparing plans. 
Introducing alternative plans will allow more participation and support from the public since 
they are also the plan proponents. With advocacy and pluralism, the scope of planning is not 
simply equated with the physical sphere. A city is confronted with a myriad of problems that are 
not solely limited to physical structures. Thus, comprehensive planning should address not just 
the physical condition of a place but its psychological, economic, aesthetic and social 
relationship and effects on its users (Davidoff, 1965).  
An increase in civil society movements affirming right to cultural difference counters 
economic, social and cultural polarization happening in cities (Sandercock, 2004). With the 
recognition of the presence of varied groups, aside from advocacy planning, the model of 
collaborative planning also involves stakeholders coming from differing interests to meet, learn 
and work collaboratively (Innes et al, 2005). Decisions are made upon consensus building and 
adoption of shared rules. Both advocacy and collaborative planning strengthen the community’s 
voice and can be more effective if both planning styles are combined and applied in practice 
(Peterman, 2004). Capturing the diversity of jurisdictions and reflecting it in strategies and 
actions can be a planning challenge. British planners consider community engagement as a core 
part of the planning profession, upon which 95% is attitude and 5% is technical expertise. When 
dealing with culture, it is in a planner’s advantage to possess soft and personal skills and be 
culturally competent to maximize interaction and minimize distrust (Academy for Sustainable 
Communities, 2006). Allowing the public to partake in decision-making brings out something 
therapeutic, the feeling of being consulted and being part of a team, through dialog and 
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negotiation. This is a process of emotional involvement. The therapeutic approach is considered 
a transformative planning practice (Sandercock, 2003; Sandercock, 2004). 
Generally, there are two kinds of planning practitioners. The first includes those working 
in planning offices, dealing with negotiation and collaboration. The second kind of planners is 
the bottom-up planners, coming from grassroots or community-rooted efforts (Sandercock, 
1998). However, city planners can be both. They can perform as “inside advocates” of equity or 
advocacy planning. Zoning codes, restrictive covenants, building and housing codes, informal 
customs and legal cooperative agreements can lead to widening gaps between city and suburban 
dwellers. Equity planning, in the case of Cleveland under city planner Norman Krumholz, dealt 
with transportation negotiations in ride fares, routes and accessibility to protect the transit-
dependent residents. In order to ensure appropriate job creation and increased tax revenue, public 
subsidies to private development projects were reviewed. Maintaining the affordability of 
utilities is another way of achieving equity in planning (Krumholz, 1982). 
The practice of planning is one city function that is affected by an increase in cultural 
diversity (Burayidi, 2003). Although for practicing planners, the concept of planning for cultural 
diversity remains imprecise, practitioners claim that there is a growing awareness of the presence 
of ethno-cultural diversity in their respective jurisdictions. In practice, the functional areas of 
urban planning, such as housing, neighborhoods, land uses, facilities and services, transportation 
and the environment are often where ethnic cultures are manifested. Operational and 
management policies also affect planning. Some examples include accommodating, sustaining 
and preserving ethnic enclaves, availability of subsidized housing and policies on large or multi-
generational families living together Housing assistance, job assistance and accreditation, 
language classes (translations and interpretations especially in public consultations; these involve 
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migrants being able to converse in the majority language and also majority members to learn 
minority languages) and civic education comprise additional immigrant special needs that 
influence planning (Qadeer, 2009). Other planning aspects that would affect and impact cultural 
diversity are historic preservation, urban design, commercial development, neighborhood and 
housing, signage (inclusion of symbols or use of foreign language in ethnic signs and street 
names), public transport and parking. Qadeer explains that to truly embrace cultural diversity, “it 
is not just about supporting and encouraging sub-cultures, but also there must be rebuilding of 
the common ground to reflect varying values”(2009). Through a policy and practice index (see 
Appendix A), the step in achieving planning that is more socially sustainable for the ethno-
cultural groups can be realized. The index does not only include spatial design and land 
development or provision of services unique to immigrants or ethno-cultural groups. It also takes 
into account the economic development-related considerations for ethnic entrepreneurship and 
business areas. This refers to promoting and systematizing ethnic-based entrepreneurial ventures 
and creating policies for ethnic commercial areas such as local malls and restaurants, bazaars and 
villages, office districts or business strips. For instance, in a concentration of ethnic business 
enclave in Ottawa called ’Multicultural Village,’ comprehensive zoning bylaws designated a 
“General Commercial Zone” which allows structures to have ground floor commercial use with 
upper floor residential use. It is in an established Business Improvement Area. Nearby 
neighborhoods also have mixed land use and are pedestrian-oriented. These areas are 
accommodated through necessary exceptions and variances (Qadeer, 1997; Qadeer, 2009; 
Qadeer et al, 2011).  
There is no specific or uniform model to adhere to when seeking to be an inter-cultural 
city. Comparing cities such as Amsterdam, Rotterdam, Toronto, Vancouver, Stuttgart, Arhus, 
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Leicester, London, Singapore and Auckland, Wood and Landry found common recurring themes 
that are valuable in policy and decision making in similar setting (2008). Aside from previously 
mentioned policies, pushing for embracing diversity and inter-culturalism as a city’s primary 
goal and other policies on housing allocations, neighborhood development, service provision, 
public participation and language training, additional noteworthy suggestions from the “Ten 
Steps to an Inter-cultural City Policy” include encouraging private sector participation in inter-
cultural awareness, conducting inter-faith forum and initiating welcoming projects for temporary 
and permanent residents hosted by people of different cultural backgrounds (Wood et al, 2008). 
These policies would altogether address the missing or lacking components of the social 
dimension of sustainability in cities with explicit consideration of the immigrant or foreign-born 
population. 
Impacts and Challenges Cultural Diversity Bring in Planning 
Sandercock identified four points on how diverse cities and regions pose a problem to 
planning. First, the legislative framework, bylaws, systems and regulations of planning are 
influenced by the dominant culture’s policy and norms. Second, the dominant culture’s norms 
and values also influence the attitude, behavior and practices of the planning practitioners. This 
would impact a planner’s openness in accepting new forms of place-making. Third, racism or 
xenophobia is often present. Finally, citizens and planners may have incompatible cultural 
practices and beliefs (Sandercock, 2000; Sandercock, 2003). Qadeer, on the other hand, 
identified that the presence of different cultures and ethnicities in a city affects urban planning by 
maintaining that planning policies and standards are held along with social equity and public 
goals. This can either be in the policies’ substance, or through the process of policy-creation. 
Ethno-cultural diversity also leads to spatial concentrations within cities. Social policies aim to 
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balance the “advantages of homogeneity and openness and equal accessibility of public goods” 
(Qadeer, 1997). 
Sometimes the barriers and difficulties in building the effective relationship and 
connection between planning practice and the community lies in limitations to effective 
consultation. Residents may hesitate or be reluctant to participate in the process. This can be due 
to the lack of confidence that they will be given the chance to voice their concerns and be heard. 
Possibly, this portion of the population may simply be harder to locate. Not being familiar with 
planning, they may not perceive and understand the relevance and importance of participation in 
the planning process. Thus, it requires more effort and creativity on the part of the authorities to 
achieve participation across communities, language and cultural issues. Aside from traditional 
planning forums and deliberate inquiry and meetings with specific members of the community, 
other techniques in achieving participation include guided visualization, image theater and use of 
maps (Academy for Sustainable Communities, 2006). Race and ethnicity contexts are important 
in analyzing conditions such as housing, in tailoring citizen involvement and consultation 
process inclusive of ethnic communities and in providing separate information resource catering 
to non-official languages (Qadeer, 1997).  
Current planning practices and processes are largely reactive in nature. Having cities that 
are not planned to accommodate diversity and having processes and institutions not designed 
with difference in mind, planners encounter challenges they attempt to deal with only after 
challenges have arisen, and not before they occur. This contradicts planning’s concept of pre-
emption. Reactive planning addresses ad hoc problems and often results in short-term benefits. 
Instead of being reactive, planners can be more pro-active in practice leading to culturally-
sensitive outcomes (Burayidi, 2003).  
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The presence of multi-publics, and sometimes competing groups, can be observed in 
public consultations, zoning hearings and school board meetings (Qadeer, 1997).  In some 
instances, identified cultural issues and challenges may not necessitate planning intervention and 
solutions. This is where planning can be assisted by other government agencies and private 
entities. One example is through the legal system. Laws pertaining to anti-discrimination can be 
enforced. Market processes can also play a role. This is through the construction of retail outlets 
and goods sources uniquely catering to the familiarities of the foreign-born population. The 
ability of the planner to weigh these issues and determine if such is a planning concern requires 
diversity education and cultural sensitivity training (Burayidi, 2003). 
Cultural Competence in the Profession 
In serving and administering the public, members of the minority population are often 
perceived as the at-risk and underserved portion of the society. To further understand and 
improve appropriate services to cater to their needs, models such as “ethnic-sensitive practice, 
cross-cultural awareness practice, ethnic competence and ethnic minority practice” were 
developed. All these models, depicting cultural competence, contributed to understanding the 
nature and role that cultural difference plays in the varied interactions between professionals and 
citizens (Regional Research for Human Services, 1988). It is necessary in practice that 
professionals possess awareness and acceptance of the differences surrounding them, whether 
this means differences in culture, life view, definition of family or communication style, with 
greater effort in understanding and knowing more about their specific client’s culture. Through 
this process, professionals become more conscious and aware of his or her personal cultural 
influences as well. One might identify that there may even be more similarities than differences 
between professionals and their clients. Constant interaction and communication presents 
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‘dynamics of difference’ wherein each brings their own uniqueness and culturally prescribed 
habits or actions. This may lead to misinterpretation or misunderstanding at the beginning, but 
being purposely aware of the dynamics of difference, there is an enhanced chance of a 
productive cross-cultural relationship. More importantly, cultural competence is not an 
individual issue but rather an agency issue. An agency with social action as priority will more 
likely find ways to be more culturally competent. In the same way that an agency promoting 
consensus and group processes within their structure is more likely to incorporate ethnic, racial, 
minority staff members’ views in decision-making. An agency more representative and reflective 
of their population’s diversity is more likely to advocate the needs of their communities 
(Regional Research for Human Services, 1988). This refers to ’representative bureaucracy’. 
Government agencies with personnel coming from varied sectors of the society act as 
representative political institutions. Representative bureaucracy can either be passive 
representation, where the workforce reflects the clients’ demographic composition and 
characteristics, or active representation, where individual agency members or staff supports the 
interests of those they represent. Allowing and practicing the cultural differences perspective, 
especially in government agencies, increases the interest and likelihood of public servants to 
change policies and practices and have their decisions influenced by the different publics they 
represent (Bailey, 2005).     
According to the American Institute of Certified Planners, planners have the overall 
responsibility to serve the public interest. Specifically, in the planners’ responsibility to the 
public, planners should provide the people with the opportunity to have an impact on planning 
and program development, inclusive of those lacking formal organization or influence. This 
stresses the importance of participation that counts a broad spectrum of partakers. It is also the 
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planner’s responsibility to seek social justice by recognizing the needs of the disadvantaged and 
by promoting racial and economic integration (AICP, 2009). Through organizations like AICP, 
American Planning Association or APA and planning schools, cultural sensitivity training can be 
offered to planning practitioners. These training programs and activities enhance the planner’s 
communication skills, enabling more effective interaction and providing the planner with a better 
understanding of different cultural groups’ beliefs, practices and norms. Cultural sensitivity in 
planning balances conventional planning techniques with the needs and views of cultural groups 
allowing for improvement. In some cities, like Vancouver, Washington, a Cultural Plan was 
developed from a series of public meetings between the city planning staff and the diverse 
organizations and residents in the jurisdiction. The goal of the plan is “to nurture collaborative 
efforts, foster diversity and celebrate the richness of the community”(Burayidi, 2003). In 
addition to the plan, the city also established a Cultural Commission that would oversee the 
plan’s implementation (Burayidi, 2003).       
Extraneous efforts are necessary for planners to bring together the multiple publics they 
serve and to not cause a feeling of alienation. Aside from cultural sensitivity trainings, there are 
other ways present and future planners can be more culturally competent in their service. As 
early as a planner’s education, school programs or curriculum can be adjusted or revised to 
incorporate immersion in different cultural group settings or environment. This provides 
participant observation that compliments what students typically learn from books, data or 
research. Planning practitioners can attend cultural workshops. Again, the importance of the role 
AICP or APA or Association of Collegiate Schools of Planning (ACSP) plays in such measures 
is crucial. It will take some time for voluntary compliance in planners to develop the habit of 
attending these trainings and being able to practice it inherently (Burayidi, 2003).  
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Partnership for Sustainable Communities 
In June of 2009, a federally spearheaded inter-agency collaboration called Partnership for 
Sustainable Communities (PSC) was created. It is comprised of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency. The development of sustainable communities is an important goal of the 
United States. The Partnership was created to strengthen the economy, create new and good jobs, 
ensure lasting prosperity, use energy efficiently and eventually secure energy independence 
while protecting the environment and human welfare. They work together to assist communities 
nationwide by expanding and improving access to affordable housing, providing more 
transportation options, thus lowering transportation costs and protecting the environment. Having 
these agencies join and assist each other was a vital shift from the conventional methods the 
federal government traditionally used in structuring policies, programs and budget on 
transportation, housing and environment (Partnership for Sustainable Communities, n.d.).  
The inter-agency coordination manages federal housing, transportation, water and air 
protection, infrastructure investments that would attract economic growth. These are the types of 
development for which residents are looking. Where a place exhibits a variety of housing and 
transportation choices and proximity of destinations to home is available, sustainable 
communities are created. Strategies and techniques in creating sustainable communities involve 
investing in healthy, safe and walkable neighborhoods that re considerate of a place and its 
people’s character, context and needs. Sustainable communities result in lower transportation 
and infrastructure costs, preservation of historic properties and sensitive lands, reduced pollution 
and storm water runoff and efficient use of people’s time. These developments encourage 
reinvestment and revitalization in existing communities in which people of all ages, incomes, 
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races and ethnicities usually reside. The PSC developed the Six Livability Principles that serve as 
guide to qualify which projects to pursue and support. These principles are (1) provide more 
transportation choices, (2) promote equitable, affordable housing, (3) enhance economic 
competitiveness, (4) support existing communities, (5) coordinate and leverage federal policies 
and investment and (6) value communities and neighborhoods. Cases sponsored by the PSC are 
categorized through six filters: green building, transit, affordable housing, mixed-use 
development, brownfield redevelopment and water management (PSC, n.d.). 
Often, each agency leads the projects supported by these grants. Although in some cases, 
HUD and DOT would both provide planning assistance in the course of one project. Grants 
support transportation infrastructure, equitable comprehensive planning, technical and planning 
assistance and brownfields research or clean up. The agencies are integrating sustainability and 
environmental justice in their programs. Some of the known programs or grants supported by the 
Partnership are the Environmental Justice (Team EJ) Working Group, DOT TIGER 
(Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery) with HUD Community Challenge 
Grants, Brownfields Area-Wide Planning Pilot Initiative, Brownfields Pilot Communities, 
Equitable Development Workshop and the HUD Sustainable Communities Regional Planning 
Grants (PSC, n.d.). 
Of all the listed and discussed programs and grants, the HUD Sustainable Communities 
Regional Planning Grants is the only Partnership supported grant that explicitly focuses on 
assessing and selecting project applications based on engagement of the population typically not 
included in the planning process, such as low-income residents, minorities, people with limited 
English proficiency, those with disabilities, seniors and youth. Through the inclusion process 
applied in the development of comprehensive regional plans, the goal of this grant is to support 
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communities as they address and confront “economic competitiveness, revitalization, social 
equity, access to opportunity, public health, environmental protection and climate 
change”(Citation needed). Since the PSC’s creation, it has distributed approximately $2 billion in 
grants, $100 million of which went to the HUD Sustainable Communities Regional Planning 
Grants. This grant supported metropolitan and multi-jurisdictional planning efforts. Of the PSC’s 
760 listed projects from 2009 to 2012, only 45 or approximately six percent were projects under 
the HUD Sustainable Communities Regional Planning Grants (PSC, n.d.).  
The efforts of these three agencies have demonstrated a change or a shift from 
conventional measures. The livability principles are important factors in ensuring a more holistic 
approach to sustainability. But, there remains limited assistance in addressing the inter-cultural 
needs of residents as seen in the small percentage of grant money specifically allocated for such 
communities. This is a reflection of how the current state of the government addresses social 
equity and sustainability issues of its population. The evaluation and assessment of city plans can 
provide information on whether smaller jurisdictions, such as that of a city, accommodate and 
respond to inter-cultural needs and address social sustainability and equity more progressively.  
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Chapter III: METHODOLOGY 
 
 
 
The thesis seeks to determine whether planning measures, specifically the comprehensive 
and sustainability plans prepared by planning officials, respond to the social sustainability needs 
of their jurisdictions; particularly focusing on the unique needs of the growing foreign-born 
population present in large cities. The length of time a city attracted immigrants is considered a 
catalyst for the city’s planners to respond to the varied needs of its evolving population. Cities 
that historically have been consistent and continuous residences of foreign-born population are 
assumed to have plans that are more socially sustainable and inclusive compared to cities that are 
just emerging and beginning to be immigrant city gateways. On the other hand, newer foreign-
born population city hubs can also be ready to accommodate immigrant influx by being more 
advanced, in strategies and efforts responsive to social sustainability for their immigrant 
population.  
In order to measure the strategies and efforts reflected in city plans and compare the 
city’s response to accommodation of foreign-born residents, there are three major steps in the 
plan evaluation conducted in this thesis. The first step is data sample selection to which the 
identified social sustainability indicators will be applied. The sample is selected from the largest 
U.S. cities with highest foreign-born population share. The data to be evaluated are city 
comprehensive and sustainability plans that were accessed online. The second step is plan 
evaluation using content analysis. The evaluation will use a scale of 0 to 2 to score each city plan 
according to the prepared social sustainability indicators protocol. The indicators fall under four 
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categories: factual basis, goals and objectives, policies and strategies and plan presentation. The 
third and final step, upon tabulation of the scores, is data analysis. Differences in standardized 
score for each of the indicator categories and normalized scores for each city are used for 
evaluation. The statistical tool t-Test will compare the mean scores for the two groups of cities 
(established immigrant-concentration and newer foreign-born population city hubs), indicating 
variations across the mean scores for each of the indicator categories and the final mean score 
per city group. These will determine existing patterns or trends for comparison or differentiation 
between cities’ planning response reflected in the comprehensive and sustainability plan 
document. This provided the extent to which city plans addresses social sustainability and inter-
culturalism. 
Sample Selection and Data Source 
Census Data 
The initial step was to identify and select the sample. The thesis’ sample population is 
derived from U.S. cities. The U.S. Census provides Foreign-Born population numbers with 
corresponding percentage to the total population for cities. The definition of foreign-born is 
anyone not born a U.S. citizen. This also includes naturalized residents, lawful permanent 
residents and temporary migrants (Grieco et al, 2012). This presents the first limitation for this 
thesis. Census data for foreign-born population numbers and percentages are only available for 
the largest cities. For the most current absolute foreign-born population numbers accessible from 
the census website, the year 2009 data table for Nativity and Place of Birth of Resident 
Population for Cities of 100,000 or more (referred to as Table 39 found in Appendix B) was used 
as the basis for sample identification. The 2009 table provided 284 records with total population 
numbers ranging from 100,160 (Boulder city, Colorado) to 8,391,881 (New York city, New 
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York). However, being a large city does not necessarily equate to having the highest foreign-
born population concentration. For instance, the share of foreign-born population (percent of 
foreign-born population to total population) ranges from 1.6% (Billings city, Montana – 1,681 
foreign-born out of 105,850 total population) to 74.4% (Hialeah city, Florida – 162,951 foreign-
born out of 218,901 total population). The presence of a higher percentage of foreign-born in 
cities demonstrates more evidently the intersection of diverse cultures in a shared setting.  
Grouping of Cities 
One of the thesis questions is whether cities that have been historically or consistently 
classified as immigrant-hubs reflect a higher degree of social sustainability and inter-culturalism 
in their planning documents. With that, cities evaluated and analyzed are categorized into two 
groups: established immigrant-concentration cities and newer foreign-born population city hubs.  
According to Singer, the settlement patterns of immigrants are shifting from more 
“traditional places” (related to immigration history) to “emerging places” (related to job 
availability). Singer’s analysis of the 20th century immigration geography classified immigrant 
gateways into six major types. The first type is called ‘former gateways'. These attracted 
immigrants during the early 1900s (early 1900s refer to the 1900s to the 1930s), but have 
foreign-born population decline afterwards (Singer, 2004). The second type is called ‘continuous 
gateways’. These are dominant choices for immigrants. These are long-established immigrant 
destinations, citing high number of foreign-born population share continuously for every decade 
in the 20
th
 century (Singer, 2004). The third type is called ‘post-World War II’. These places 
cited low foreign-born population numbers until the 1950s and since then attracted immigrants 
on a “grand scale” (Singer, 2004). The fourth type is called ‘emerging gateways.’ These places 
present fast immigration growth towards the last or two decades of the 20
th
 century (Singer, 
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2004). The fifth type is called ‘re-emerging gateways.’ Like continuous gateways, these places 
had high immigrant numbers in the early 20
th
 century but waned or slowed in immigration 
growth until the 1970s and are, now once again, experiencing foreign-born population growth 
(Singer, 2004). Last type is called ‘pre-emerging gateways.’ These places saw immigrant 
population growth onset in the 1990s (Singer, 2004).  
Singer’s classifications will be used in this thesis to group sample cities. Established 
immigrant-concentration cities are those that present historical attribution to immigrant 
settlement patterns. These are large cities that either attracted foreign-born population in the 
earlier decades of the 20
th
 century (specifically those that are re-emerging), large cities that 
provided consistent and continuous immigrant presence for the entire 20
th
 century span and large 
cities that saw growth after World War II (whether it was in the ‘50s, ‘60s or ‘70s). Thus, 
established immigrant-concentration cities are those with high foreign-born population for more 
than 30 years. On the other hand, newer foreign-born population city hubs are those that 
experienced low foreign-born population until the 1970s. Then these large cities experienced fast 
immigrant growth during the 1980s decade onwards.  
In order to determine which cities historically experienced higher concentration of 
foreign-born population, the U.S. Decennial Census data on Nativity of the Population for urban 
places was used. Available numbers date back from the year 1870 to year 2000. For the purpose 
of this thesis, only the decennial census Nativity data from 1900 to 2000 (referred to as Table 23 
found in Appendix C) was used to supplement the 2009 Nativity and Place of Birth of Resident 
Population for Cities of 100,000 or more (Appendix B). This will also be used to determine the 
historical settlement immigration pattern necessary for grouping the large cities.  
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Another limitation of this thesis is that historical census on Nativity of the Population 
provides foreign-born population data for just the 50 largest urban places or cities. With 
decennial data reporting a limited number of cities with historical immigrant numbers, only the 
50 largest cities in the 2009 Nativity table will be the basis of further selection. These 50 cities 
were arranged in descending order based on their share of foreign-born population. The top half, 
representing the top 25 largest cities with the highest share of foreign-born population in 2009, is 
the sample to be evaluated (see Table 1).  
Table 1: 25 Largest Cities in the U.S. with Highest Share of Foreign-Born Population Share: 2009 
 
City 
Total 
Population 
Foreign-Born 
Population 
Foreign-Born 
Population 
Percentage 
Miami city, Florida 433,143 244,352 56.4 
Los Angeles city, California 3,831,880 1,521,119 39.7 
San Jose city, California 964,679 367,711 38.1 
New York city, New York 8,391,881 2,996,580 35.7 
San Francisco city, California 815,358 278,369 34.1 
Oakland city, California 409,151 116,794 28.5 
Houston city, Texas 2,260,918 644,167 28.5 
Long Beach city, California 462,594 124,340 26.9 
Honolulu CDP, Hawaii 374,658 96,752 25.8 
Boston city, Massachusetts 645,187 161,740 25.1 
San Diego city, California 1,306,228 325,819 24.9 
Dallas city, Texas 1,299,590 322,072 24.8 
El Paso city, Texas 620,440 151,295 24.4 
Sacramento city, California 466,685 102,076 21.9 
Phoenix city, Arizona 1,593,660 346,430 21.7 
Las Vegas city, Nevada 567,610 119,437 21.0 
Chicago city, Illinois 2,850,502 588,480 20.6 
Fresno city, California 479,911 97,316 20.3 
Austin city, Texas 790,593 159,353 20.2 
Arlington city, Texas 380,072 76,440 20.1 
Fort Worth city, Texas 731,588 131,197 17.9 
Seattle city, Washington 616,669 105,154 17.1 
 
 
46 
 
Tucson city, Arizona 543,907 90,794 16.7 
Denver city, Colorado 610,345 95,585 15.7 
Minneapolis city, Minnesota 385,384 59,093 15.3 
 
These 25 cities from 2009 have a share of foreign-born population ranging from 15.3% 
(Minneapolis, Minnesota) to 56.4% (Miami, Florida). Eight of these cities are located in 
California, six in Texas, two in Arizona and the rest from different states. These cities are 
qualified in groups (established immigrant-concentration cities or newer foreign-born population 
hubs) depending on their ranking in the nativity data from the eleven previous decades prior to 
2009 – from 1990 to 2000. The criteria used to identify an immigrant-concentration city is that 
the city fell within the top half ranking (top 25) of the corresponding decade’s foreign-born 
population share. The cities’ historical settlement immigration pattern or trend is from the 1900 
to 2009 (see Figure 2 and Appendix D). “Established cities” are those with high foreign-born 
population for more than 30 years while “new cities” are those that saw immigrant growth from 
1980s onwards.   
Established immigrant-concentration cities are Miami, Los Angeles, San Jose, New York, 
San Francisco, Oakland, Long Beach, Honolulu, Boston, San Diego, El Paso, Chicago, Seattle 
and Minneapolis; a total of 14 out of 25. The remaining cities, Houston, Dallas, Sacramento, 
Phoenix, Las Vegas, Fresno, Austin, Arlington (Texas), Fort Worth, Tucson and Denver, 
comprise the newer foreign-born population city hubs; a total of 11 out of  25.  
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Figure 2: Longitudinal Trend of 25 Largest Cities with Highest Foreign-Born Population Share: 1900 to 2009 
Note: Dashed lines indicate that cities did not qualify to Top 25 Ranking in the respective decade  
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Comprehensive and Sustainability Plans 
Localities in the United States play an institutional, pivotal role in shaping their 
jurisdiction’s development. They do these through the creation of comprehensive plans, land 
regulations and infrastructure policies (Norton, 2008). A comprehensive plan, sometimes 
referred to as master plan or general plan, is an actual document representing what a locality 
envisions and wants to be in the future, supported by evidence and analysis justifying policies 
and management programs (Kelly, 2010; Norton, 2008). It is the most basic plan, adapted to 
guide the community’s development (Levy, 2011). Local plans influence the use and 
development of landscape based on the intent of local leaders and planners (Norton, 2008). Three 
important factors make a plan comprehensive. The first presents the land area or jurisdiction 
covered by the plan. The second factor pertains to the elements or subjects discussed in the 
comprehensive plan. Most plans only detail elements related to the community’s physical 
development. However, other comprehensive plans include economic development, recreation 
element and other programmatic components necessary for the future of the community (Kelly, 
2010). Since communities differ, their list of goals varies depending on what applies to their 
communities’ needs. However, all these goals ensure health, safety and public welfare (Levy, 
2011). A comprehensive plan should clearly present the relationship between its physical 
development policies and its socio-economic goals. Finally, comprehensive plans require a time 
horizon. This usually spans 20 years. Comprehensive plans are useful in decision-making about a 
city and its infrastructure’s expansion or annexation and possible investments. Many states 
mandate their respective local governments to prepare comprehensive plans (Kelly, 2010).  
Comprehensive plans used to be prepared by a small group of “nonpolitical” planners 
(Levy, 2011). As enacted by model planning laws in the 1920s, planning was removed from 
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politics. Thus, instead of having the local legislative or governing body carry out planning 
responsibilities, the planning commission was created. Assigning the planning commission the 
legal authority and duty to develop the plan allows for them to critically reflect, study and 
develop a good and comprehensive guide with a long term view. Although planners do the work, 
they report this to someone else. At present, many states require or allow that the governing body 
approves the created plan (Kelly, 2010).  
The process in creating comprehensive plans consists of five common phases. First is the 
research phase, which includes data-gathering and forecasting (Levy, 2011). Comprehensive 
plans usually present an inventory of existing conditions. This can be supplemented by maps and 
graphs (Kelly, 2010). In some plans, population forecast studies are conducted to determine the 
likely population structure through time. The facts generated from the research phase identify the 
limitations of the city operation and the realistic options the community can access. This 
information is used for the second element, which is the formulation and clarification of goals 
and objectives (Levy, 2011). The statement of needs and goals is the main task and essence of 
planning (Kelly, 2010). Goals should not contradict each other. It should also generate public 
and political support to ascertain passage. Thus, it is in this phase where the planning agency 
arranges discussion forum, public meetings and other collaborative and participatory activities. 
Those involved in the planning process are more likely to support the plan (Levy, 2011). 
The third phase is the plan formulation element. With baseline studies and agreed-upon 
goals, planners can then formulate the plan. Larger communities have a planning agency staff to 
draw their plans while smaller communities can commission a planning consultant. This phase 
primarily lays-out various options, which is followed by impact analysis such as cost and merit 
consideration. A preferred option is then selected. By inviting stakeholders during this process, 
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they can provide significant suggestions and contributions. Political consent is also necessary to 
ensure implementation. The implementation of the plan is the fourth phase. This means carrying 
out the plan (Levy, 2011). With the stated goals, the strategies and its corresponding time frame 
are also enumerated within the plan to ensure that the implementation is sensible and 
methodological (Kelly, 2010). A couple of tools to ensure the physical component of the plan is 
implemented are the capital budget or investments and land-use controls. However, the plan can 
only be successfully realized if there is consistency between the comprehensive plan and the 
implementation tools (Levy, 2011). The fifth phase is review and updating. Replanning may be 
necessary if there is a mismatch between the plan and the external forces impacting the 
community’s pattern of development. The plan’s long-term effectiveness lies in the periodic 
reviews of the community’s information database, goals and strategies. This also relates the plan 
back to the community’s reality, maintaining its relevance and dynamism. This phase also 
captures the public’s interest and ensures public relation (Levy, 2011).  
Plan making has evolved and is now more participatory and open to the public. The 
success of a plan depends on the involvement and commitment of the governing body and the 
residents. This commitment from the governing body means raising money, spending money and 
using the city or municipality’s power to move towards the plan’s vision for the future (Levy, 
2011). Although the planning agency prepares plans with the overall community vision as a 
priority, it should not be expected that political officials will adhere to the plan in making 
political decisions and actions (Kelly, 2010). Planners lack the institutional authority and often 
receive little institutional support (Brooks, 2011). They report to the governing body and it is this 
entity that controls contracts, salaries, budgets, programs and work evaluation (Levy, 2011) that 
in effect will determine what to be built, what to be funded and what to be changed (Kelly, 
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2010). The overall political inclination of the population also provides direction for the 
governing body to assess the amount of planning work its residents are expecting from them 
(Levy, 2011). The current planning practice is decentralized, wherein advocacy groups and the 
typically unrepresented sectors can also present their plans for public consideration (Brooks, 
2011).  
As planning action impacts lives and different groups possess varying views to be 
weighed in, planning is considered a “political activity” (Brooks, 2002), taking place “in a 
politicized environment” (Levy, 2011). Large emotional stakes are involved in planning and plan 
making (Levy, 2011). Planning recognizes the need to “be political with a small p” as it 
transcends politics and ensures consensus across political alliances, inclinations and influences 
(Kelly, 2010). The results of planning are very visible and involve large financial consequences. 
One of these results is the comprehensive plan. It represents and reflects the community that 
designed and created it (Levy, 2011). It is through comprehensive planning where rational 
choices are made to ensure a sustainable future (Kelly, 2010).   
Aside from comprehensive plans, most cities and other jurisdictions create other types of 
plans that are more focused on goals and strategies and would supplement and complement the 
comprehensive plans. The sustainability plan is an example. According to the International 
Council for Local Environmental Initiatives or ICLEI, a sustainability plan is a framework 
guiding a community in achieving development that meets present and future needs. Although 
similar to climate action plans, sustainability plans are more holistic and encompass broader 
concerns. Issues typically covered in a sustainability plan include climate change, environmental 
justice, energy independence, natural resource conservation, unemployment, poverty, and public 
health (ICLEI, n.d.). The scope of sustainability plans varies and depends on the jurisdiction, 
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mainly focusing on the localities’ needs and challenges. The issues are often grouped into 
“environment, economy and society”. The society category covers issues of affordable and 
workforce housing, poverty, human services and race and social equity; community health and 
wellness, access to health care and public safety, educational excellence, arts and culture, and 
civic engagement and vitality (ICLEI, n.d.). For the purpose of this thesis, the social category of 
sustainability plans will be used to supplement inter-culturalism measures that may be lacking in 
the city comprehensive plans and will be considered in protocol scoring. Since sustainability 
plans can be more focused, their social category discussion could present goals and strategies 
specifically addressing the needs of foreign-born population.   
Twenty of the top 25 sample cities have copies of their comprehensive plans 
electronically available and downloadable. The other five cities required verification and 
communication with their planning department or respective agency responsible for the 
comprehensive plan creation. One city, Austin (Texas), provided an updated link to their city’s 
new comprehensive plan. Three cities: Boston (Massachusetts), Chicago (Illinois) and Houston 
(Texas), responded and verified that their cities do not have a citywide comprehensive plan due 
to creation and use of neighborhood-specific plans. Arlington (Texas), on the other hand, is in 
the process of updating their comprehensive plan. They were contacted for a copy of their most 
recent comprehensive plan draft however they did not respond to the e-mail request (see 
Appendix E for list of city plans evaluated). 
Consequently, 21 cities with available comprehensive and sustainable plans serve as the 
sample selected for analysis and evaluation using the social sustainability indicators protocol. 
Twelve belong to the established immigrant-concentration cities and nine belong to the newer 
foreign-born population city hubs (See Table 2 and Figure 3). 
 
 
53 
 
Table 2: 21 Largest Cities with Highest Foreign-Born Population Percentage and Available Comprehensive 
Plans  
Established Immigrant- 
Concentration Cities (12) 
Newer Foreign-Born 
Population City Hubs (9) 
Miami city, Florida Dallas city, Texas 
Los Angeles city, California Sacramento city, California 
San Jose city, California Phoenix city, Arizona 
New York city, New York Las Vegas city, Nevada 
San Francisco city, California Fresno city, California 
Oakland city, California Austin city, Texas 
Long Beach city, California Fort Worth city, Texas 
Honolulu CDP, Hawaii Tucson city, Arizona 
San Diego city, California Denver city, Colorado 
El Paso city, Texas  
Seattle city, Washington  
Minneapolis city, Minnesota  
 
 
 
Figure 3: Map of 25 Largest Cities with Highest Foreign-Born Population Percentage 
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This thesis will primarily evaluate the sample cities’ comprehensive plans. In cases where 
the sample cities also have sustainability plans that incorporate social issues or the society 
category, these items will be evaluated using the social sustainability indicators protocol and will 
then be considered and added in scoring. Both comprehensive and sustainability plans will be 
taken collectively when scoring for their respective city.   
Content Analysis 
Content evaluation or content analysis was traditionally used in evaluating novels and 
newspapers. It is a means of analyzing the symbolic content and substance of written 
communication. The overall content is reduced to categories representative of the research 
interest in order to characterize the meaning expressed and contained in the written material. 
According to Norton, content analysis can be used to evaluate local plans and codes since these 
documents also convey symbolic messages (Norton, 2008). It is a research technique that 
planners can use to make observations through systematic analysis associated with secondary 
data. Typically, planners use content evaluation in assessing meetings, communication with 
planning agencies and published reports, which include newspaper articles, press releases, 
research reports and planning documents. According to Gaber et al, the use of content analysis is 
convenient and unobtrusive when analyzing either written or spoken data (2007). It also presents 
flexibility when used in combination with other research strategies (Gaber et al, 2007).  
Content evaluation or analysis involves preparation of an evaluation protocol. The 
protocol is a set of closed-ended questions to be coded based on a unit of analysis. In the case of 
newspapers, it can be the newspaper column inches used for a certain report. In the case of an 
appearance or mention of an item, it can be a yes or no response. For comprehensive plans and 
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zoning codes, the frequency and strength of an item can be tallied using a scale of scores. Plan 
evaluations are helpful to planning practitioners and professionals because they provide 
information on whether a locality’s plan policy focus addresses the landscape forms and needs of 
their jurisdiction. It also assesses whether the created plans are able to communicate the message 
they wanted to share or impart to its users accurately (Norton, 2008). This thesis utilizes the 
content evaluation or analysis of city plans, using the intensity investigation and the latent 
approach to determine the strength of social sustainability efforts in responding and 
accommodating the foreign-born population needs measured with the use of a protocol as basis 
for scoring. According to Gaber et al, intensity investigation looks at the importance and 
substance of a word or a concept within the document (2007). Partnered with the latent approach, 
words will be taken in context or by looking at the power of words in a “kwic” or “key-word-in-
context” approach (Gaber et al, 2007). This thesis evaluates whether social equity and inter-
cultural efforts are recognized, discussed, suggested and/or mandated in city plans.  
Social Sustainability Indicators Protocol 
Past literature, utilizing content analysis, relied on specifically designed protocol 
addressing the respective research questions unique to the plan evaluation study. In Evans-
Cowley and Gough’s Evaluating environmental protection in post-Hurricane Katrina plans in 
Mississippi, a protocol was developed to evaluate environmental protection, consisting of the 
“factual base”, the “goals and policies” and the “inter-governmental cooperation” categories 
(Evans-Cowley et al, 2008). In Norton’s Using content analysis to evaluate local master plans 
and zoning codes, the literature sought to determine the influence of local plans on landscape 
forms. Given this, (1) plans were evaluated as a result of the plan-making process by determining 
factors that influenced the plan’s contents; (2) plans were evaluated as an input to decision-
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making process by determining factors that influenced officials in using plans to create 
development management decisions; and (3) plans were evaluated using their development 
management programs that shape development. These three were characterized using the 
following evaluation categories: “reforming plan policy focus”, “reforming plan analytical 
quality” and “reforming plan quality through consistency” (Norton, 2008).  Finally in both 
Conroy and Berke’s articles, the same plan evaluation protocol was used to determine the 
presence and strength of sustainable development in plans. Three information were required 
from each policy statement to be evaluated: (1) policy classification based on sustainable 
development principle promoted; (2) type of development management technique; and (3) level 
of directive – whether suggested or mandated (Berke et al, 2000; Conroy et al, 2004).  
To evaluate the city comprehensive and sustainability plans, a plan evaluation protocol 
designed for social sustainability and inter-culturalism analysis was developed. The protocol was 
designed in correlation with the shift in America’s demographic characteristics and the identified 
unique needs of immigrant or foreign-born population co-existing in cities. The indicators and 
categories selected in the creation of the protocol mainly follow the format of comprehensive 
plans – initial research phase to gather facts, setting of goals and objectives representing the 
city’s vision, outline of specific actions undertaken in policies and strategies. A fourth category 
was included to consider the accessibility and understandability of the plan. If city 
comprehensive plans recognize the presence and current conditions of foreign-born population 
within the city, incorporate them in plan preparation and public participation processes, set goals 
promoting social sustainability and equity, promote policies and strategies to address their needs 
and ensure that the message of the plan is conveyed to all possible users, then they will score 
highly on the social sustainability scale, suggestive and representative of the degree of 
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sustainability that can be achieved in these places and experienced by its residents. There are a 
total of 80 indicators grouped into four categories: (1) factual basis, (2) goals and objectives, (3) 
policies and strategies and (4) plan presentation. Twenty-six indicators make up the factual basis 
category (see Table 3).  
Facts contained in the plan’s discussion of existing conditions and elements support the 
general goals and specific policies prepared by the city. The first seven indicators under the 
factual basis category provide a description and recognition of the city’s’ demographic 
composition and current living conditions of the city residents. The presence of an inventory 
and/or maps of available resources in regard to housing, education, service centers and 
recreational venues provide information on the current availability of these social development 
requirements. On the other hand, inclusion of a discussion or description of the city’s 
background and context presents influences as to the city’s plan and planning process. The 
factual base category also indicates the stakeholders involved and the process undertaken in the 
preparation of the plan. Aside from collaboration within the city departments and other 
government entities, the inclusion and participation of non-profit or advocacy groups, 
neighborhood associations and the general public provide diverse perspectives and exposure to 
culturally-sensitive practices through public involvement in the planning process. Specifically, 
the presence of an office or officer(s) dealing with Immigration or Multicultural affairs increases 
the city’s cultural competence by offering services specifically for the needs of this population 
group. One example of that service is the offering of translation or interpretation assistance for 
residents with limited English proficiency. The creation of Supplemental Plans can address 
various specific city issues that impact the foreign-born population. The existence of 
sustainability plans, social strategy plans, volunteer programs and food sustenance plans deal 
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with social issues and concerns. Arts elements and cultural plans deal with the preservation of 
unique cultural qualities that provide identity to the city, its neighborhoods and its residents.    
Table 3: Social Sustainability Indicators Protocol: Factual Basis 
Factual basis (n=26; maximum possible score=52) 
Population size and/or growth, trend 
Racial/Ethnic composition 
Households, Household size and/or Housing tenure 
Educational attainment 
Median income 
Employment rate, growth and/or trends  
Poverty rate 
Historical background and context (ex. legal context) 
List of city leaders, planners, offices or departments and other stakeholders involved in 
planning 
Presence of an Immigration or Multicultural or Diversity Office and/or Officer 
Multilingual assistance or service offered in city government agencies (translator or 
interpreter) 
Inter-locality/neighborhood coordination 
Partnership with other agencies (Non-profit groups, businesses/companies) 
Public participation Process - meetings, education session, charette 
Public participation Process - local interviews/surveys, multilingual approach or other 
mechanism 
Existence of Supplementary plans  - Sustainability Plan or Climate Action Plan 
Existence of Supplementary plans  - Social Strategy or Social Equity Plan, Service or 
Volunteerism Plan 
Existence of Supplementary plans - Cultural Plan or others 
Existence of Sub-area/Neighborhood/Community Plans 
Local Neighborhoods/Communities mapped 
Affordable Housing or Public Housing projects or Residential development mapped 
Modes of public transportation available 
Schools inventory 
Public Facilities and/or Social Services inventory 
Parks/Recreational places mapped 
Arts or Cultural resource element as a separate section in the Comprehensive Plan 
 
Ten indicators fall under the goals and objectives category. These represent the visions 
and the direction the city wants to achieve in the future. These indicators seek to determine 
whether the comprehensive plan envisions a socially sustainable, inclusive and equitable city for 
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a culturally diverse populace (see Table 4). Cities could address the general concept of 
sustainability as seen in the first indicator, but additional points will be given through succeeding 
indicators if the city purposely provides emphasis on the social dimension of sustainability and 
the cultural diversity and needs of residents. This follows Cuthill’s social sustainability 
components: ‘social capital’ represented by embracing cultural values and norms and ensuring 
trust and social networks are protected through inclusion and connectivity; ‘social infrastructure’ 
indicated in the 5
th
, 9
th
 and 10
th
 indicators; ‘social justice and equity’ as an overarching element 
present in the indicators; and ‘engaged governance’ indicated through resident engagement 
(Cuthill, 2010).    
Table 4: Social Sustainability Indicators Protocol: Goals and Objectives 
Goals and Objectives (n=10; maximum possible score=20) 
Promote sustainability in overall vision 
Promote social equity in overall vision 
Embrace and value cultural diversity 
Promote residents' social cohesion, inclusion and integration 
Improve social and community infrastructure 
Protect existing historical and cultural resource 
Encourage community and city engagement and interaction 
Address the needs of inter-cultural resident groups 
Improve city connectivity and accessibility  
Enhance residents' health, overall quality of life or livability 
 
Thirty-seven indicators fall under the policies and strategies category that reflects the 
city’s efforts to respond to the needs of their foreign-born residents in terms of land use, 
employment, housing, education, social services and programs, transportation and recreation (see 
Table 5). Policies and strategies are specific actions or development techniques that address, 
support and correspond to the overall goals and objectives. Foreign-born residents may practice 
different religious beliefs and traditions that current land use and zoning do not address, but 
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could be mitigated through zoning flexibility and mix of land uses. Foreign-born residents have 
different preferences on housing size and design that existing standards do not accommodate, 
such as multi-generational family housing or other forms of non-traditional housing. The 
location of houses within identified ethnic or minority neighborhoods, and accessibility to 
services, reflect considerations of the immigrant population related to proximity to employment, 
public transit or educational opportunities. Opportunities for immigrants to learn English, and 
locals to learn other languages, can address communication concerns. Allowing and providing 
multi-lingual signage and markers can also assist immigrants. Other learning opportunities 
include: civic classes for citizenship, naturalization examinations, exposure to other sports and 
art forms, and job assistance and accreditation. Aside from policies concerning equitable access 
and adequate support or subsidy to services like education, employment, health care, 
transportation, recreation and other forms of social services, there are also indicators for policies 
that promote and support the unique traditions of immigrants such as festivals, parades and 
artistic expressions. Other indicators also address the creation and upkeep of micro-publics, 
which is defined by Amin as places where dialog and negotiations are unavoidable (2002). 
Examples include community gardens, community activity centers, child care facilities, sports 
venues and neighborhood activities, among others. 
Table 5: Social Sustainability Indicators Protocol: Policies and Strategies 
Policies and Strategies (n=37; maximum possible score=74) 
Support mixed use development 
Allow flexibility in zoning in terms of special use permit or variance 
Support different places of worship 
Permit multi-generational or multi-family dwelling 
Allow resident employment (home occupation) or employment opportunities near or within 
residential areas 
Ensure housing affordability through Housing Assistance programs, housing subsidies or 
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housing-related policies 
Provide diversity in housing options and prices (homeownership or rental) 
Protect and maintain character of existing neighborhoods 
Support measures to preserve identity and character of minority enclaves/communities 
Support locally and/or minority owned businesses and shops 
Expand employment opportunities for all residents through job assistance/support 
programs (ex. maintaining job posting websites, distributing job opening or training 
information, job-skill matching etc.) 
Provide learning opportunities - job training or vocational courses 
Provide learning opportunities - language and/or civic classes (ex. citizenship review centers) 
Provide learning opportunities - ethnic arts (ex. playing an indigenous musical instrument, 
calligraphy) or sports (ex. cricket, badminton) or other types of lessons (ex. history or 
cultural heritage and pride, traditions, archaeological resource awareness etc.)  
Provide learning opportunities -  local tours for new residents, educate residents on city 
issues/processes and other community-related programs 
Establish neighborhood or community-based advisory bodies representative of cultural 
diversity and/or support its programs and projects 
Allow multilingual signage and markers 
Support education opportunities for all members of the population  
Expand number or size of schools  
Provide health care resource, assistance and programs to benefit all members of the 
population 
Offer health programs, subsidies or discounts for the elderly, children, women and other 
minority group 
Expand number, size or scope of health centers/clinics/facilities or other healthcare 
resource 
Establish or support measures and venues for community service and assistance (ex. 
incentives or facilities for child care assistance, youth  or for elderly care) 
Establish or support measures and venues for community service and assistance (ex. 
incentives or facilities for other social welfare offices or support amenities such as 
counseling, tutorials etc.) 
Have access to free or discounted gathering facilities (ex. libraries, gyms/sports centers, 
congregation/meeting halls, activity centers etc.) 
Ensure appropriate allocation and support to sustain and/or expand community social 
services and/or community social centers 
Incorporate preservation and conservation measures to protect historic and cultural 
resource 
Promote and support inter-cultural festivals, parades, holidays and facilities/venues 
Incorporate cultural diversity in citywide arts and music programs 
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Provide and expand public transportation measures  
Subsidize public modes of transport (ex. fare ridership fees or funding) 
Balance growth and development (ex. housing, employment) with accessibility to transit and 
services (ex. in the form of Transit Oriented Development) 
Maintain physical infrastructure (ex. roadways, sidewalks, streetscape etc.) 
Promote walkability and bicycling 
Protect natural resources and provide parks, plazas, open or green spaces 
Incorporate sustainable development principles 
Preserve historic and cultural resource 
Promote and support inter-cultural festivals, parades, holidays and facilities/venues 
Incorporate cultural diversity in citywide arts and music programs 
Provide and expand public transportation measures  
Subsidize public modes of transport (ex. fare ridership fees or funding) 
Balance growth and development (ex. housing, employment) with accessibility to transit and 
services (ex. in the form of Transit Oriented Development) 
Maintain physical infrastructure (ex. roadways, sidewalks, streetscape etc.) 
Promote walkability and bicycling 
Protect natural resources and provide parks, plazas, open or green spaces 
Incorporate sustainable development principles 
 
Finally, seven indicators make up the plan presentation category. Because comprehensive 
plans are public documents, prepared to serve as guide to city officials, planners and residents, 
access to the plans is essential. But more importantly, the message of the comprehensive plan 
should get across accurately, regardless of the plan users (see Table 6).  
Table 6: Social Sustainability Indicators Protocol: Plan Presentation 
Plan presentation (n=7; maximum possible score=14) 
Availability of plans, summary or plan-related information material in other languages 
Free copies of comprehensive plan accessible to public 
Supplementary plans or plan draft available online 
Statement of city or plan's overall purpose 
Explanation/Description of plan sections and elements 
Explanation of the planning process 
Provision of Definition of terms, glossary, index 
 
One of the ways for the city plans to be understandable and accessible is through 
provision of translated planning documents that are available from libraries, government offices 
or downloadable online. The explanation of the plan’s purpose, elements, planning process and 
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the addition of a glossary or definition of terms allow readers, even those without planning 
background, to understand what the plan document is about, its importance and the direction the 
city is heading. 
Scoring System 
A scale of 0 to 2 is used to score comprehensive and sustainability plans for the 
frequency and strength of items indicated in the protocol. A score of 0 is given if the item was 
not mentioned at all. A score of 1 is given if the item was mentioned briefly and did not have a 
detailed discussion. A 1 is also assigned if the indicator referring to an objective, policy or 
strategy was suggested, even if it was intensively discussed. A score of 2 is given if the indicator 
under the factual basis category was discussed in detail. Indicators in the categories of goals-
objectives and policies-strategies receive a 2 as long as it is mandated or required. For plan 
presentation indicators, 2 is given when cities already practice or use these measures in the 
current comprehensive and sustainability plans evaluated. According  to Conroy & Berke, some 
key words that can serve as guide for scoring policies are encourage, consider, intend or should 
for suggested policies and shall, will, require or must for mandated policies(Conroy et al, 2004; 
Evans-Cowley et al, 2008; Norton, 2008). 
In order to assist in standardizing the scoring process, several keywords or components in 
plans, discussed in the following section, can be used as a guide. A more detailed table 
explaining the scoring criteria can be found in Appendix F.  
Factual Basis 
 Indicators under the factual basis are considered to be discussed in detail and will receive 
a score of 2 if:  
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 there are graphs, tables or charts or mention of actual numbers or percentages for those 
that present trends, rates or other forms of statistics; 
 there are maps for indicators that require or be better presented with spatial location, 
whether the maps show the entire city or covers a specific area within the city; 
 there are specific examples or lists of city services; these indicators are considered to be 
discussed in detail if the plan outlines what types of transportation modes are available, 
what social services are offered or what public offices are present in the city and are 
parks and recreational facilities free and open to the public; 
Note: The corresponding indicator will receive a score of 1 if such services are available 
and offered by the city or if these are being proposed by the city; 
 the plan provides the names of specific city leaders, departments, offices, neighborhoods, 
community groups or agencies involved in this process, at the least;  
 the city already has an office or officer(s) on Immigrant Affairs or Diversity and this 
office or officer is an active member of the city organizational structure; and description 
of the role or responsibility of this office/officer 
Note: Anything indicative that the city intends to have such office or officer will receive 
a score of 1; 
 there are other types of plans that supplement and complement the comprehensive plans; 
these additional plans are referenced in the comprehensive plan or accessible online from 
the same city website where the comprehensive plan was downloaded; the corresponding 
indicator will also receive a 2 if supplementary plans are currently in the process of 
creation or drafting; 
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Note: If such supplementary plans are proposals or suggestions and are still in the works, 
thus not yet existing but being considered, then it will only receive a score of 1. 
Goals and Objectives 
 Most comprehensive plans are designed to present an overall vision serving as an 
overarching aim representative of the city’s values and priorities. The first two indicators in this 
category seek to determine whether sustainability, in general, and social equity, in particular, is 
the main guiding principle of the city. These indicators will receive a score of 2 if the following 
terms are explicitly mentioned in their city vision, general goals and objectives: 
 sustainability or the three E’s complementing each other, 
 sustainable development, 
 equity, justice or fairness.  
Other key points considered to receive a score of 2 include, but not limited to, mention or 
expressed intent of: 
 racial integration, 
 minority or public participation, 
 consideration of future generations and long term results with current actions.  
Policies and Strategies 
 In terms of specific policies and strategies present in comprehensive plan elements, the 
general rule of “suggestion” would earn a score of 1 and “mandate” would earn a score of 2. In 
some indicators, a score of 2 is given when: 
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 there are listed specific examples such as in the case of health programs, learning 
opportunities or types of classes and types of social services offered by the city; 
 there are pending or ongoing plans for indicators seeking expansion of services or 
facilities; there are actual growth rates or increase in numbers of facilities or staff;  
Note: If expansion in schools or health facilities or community centers is mentioned as 
possible measures or is simply suggested, then a score of 1 will be provided;  
 there is an explicit mention of immigrant population participation in city arts and music 
programs, festivals and parades for cultural diversity in indicators referring to 
incorporation of inter-culturalism;  
Note: If the city supports festivals and arts and music programs but does not denote 
specifically the role, participation, presence or benefits of the foreign-born population in 
their policy, then it will receive a score of 1. 
Plan Presentation 
For this category, an indicator will receive a score of 2 if: 
 there are plan copies or plan-related documents (such as survey forms, advertisements 
and promotion of public meetings) in other languages; 
 there are free copies of the comprehensive and supplementary plans accessible and 
available to the public, either downloadable from the city website or which can be viewed 
in city libraries, government offices or community service centers for free; 
 the plan identifies the overall city purpose for the creation of the plan, stated in its own 
section or within the plan introduction; 
 the plan’s elements or sections are described and explained to provide the plan readers an 
idea on its scope;  
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 the planning process is explained through the itemized description of the steps the city 
took for the plan creation and approval; this indicator can also be presented with a 
flowchart or another form of diagram depicting the planning process; 
 the plan consists at least one of these sections: glossary, index or definition of terms; 
Note: If certain words are simple defined within the plan elements, the indicator will 
receive a score of 1. 
Assessment Reliability 
To ensure that the protocol is consistent and accurate, the protocol was tested for 
assessment reliability. There may be items in the comprehensive plans that require subjective 
interpretation. There is also a potential to mistakenly score an item. To increase reliability, the 
protocol was pre-tested on a city comprehensive plan included in the sample cities selected. The 
author and two other planning Graduate students worked on the pre-test plan independently. The 
tallied scores of the coders were compared. Identified indicators that produced differences in 
interpretations were revised. Upon standardizing and refining the indicators for consistency, the 
number of coder agreements for plan indicators was divided by the total number of indicators 
computed. The considered acceptable inter-coder reliability score is 80% or higher (Conroy et al, 
2004; Evans-Cowley et al, 2008; Miles et al, 1994). For this plan evaluation, the inter-coder 
reliability score was 82.35%.  
Score Calculation 
There are two main steps in score calculation. The first is to calculate the scores for each 
of the cities. The second is to calculate the scores for the city categories: established immigrant-
concentration cities and newer foreign-born population hubs. 
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For the first step, the scores for each protocol category were summed. Then each protocol 
category was standardized by dividing the sum with the total possible score per category. 
Standardizing the scores present implications, especially since the indicator count per protocol 
category ranges from seven to 37 (or a total possible score ranging from 0 to 74). However, each 
protocol category is assumed equally necessary, related and dependent on each other for the 
comprehensive plan to be effective. The standardized scores, in percentages, are normalized by 
dividing the sum of the standardized percentages by four, which is the total number of protocol 
categories: (1) factual basis, (2) goals and objectives, (3) policies and strategies and (4) plan 
presentation. This normalized value is the final score for the comprehensive plan and, when 
applicable, combined with the sustainability plan. Having 21sample cities, the normalized scores 
were averaged and the resulting mean score is the reference for comparison on what is 
considered a high or low city score. A higher normalized score signifies a more socially 
sustainable comprehensive plan. It is assumed that, across protocol categories, there will be 
variations in city scores. The analysis of results will use both the standardized scores per protocol 
category and the normalized score per comprehensive plan in comparing each of the cities.  
For the second step, to compare the two categories of cities, the statistical tool 
independent samples t-Test will be used to compare the means of the two city groups for each of 
the protocol categories and for the normalized scores. The normalized score is the sum of all city 
scores divided by the number of cities in the corresponding group (12 for established  cities and 
nine for new  city hubs). The t-Test will provide information as to whether there is a significant 
statistical difference between the two groupings of cities and whether the length of time a city 
has been a concentration of immigrants has an effect or impact in the way its planning officials 
address and incorporate their residents’ needs through its comprehensive and sustainability plan.       
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Chapter IV: ANALYSIS and FINDINGS 
 
 
 
The final stage is data analysis. This determined the lowest and highest scoring cities and 
compared the two groups of cities classified based on the length of time a city has been an 
immigrant gateway. Using the tallied scores, the thesis looked into the predominantly present 
and typically lacking indicators in each category. It also took note of the unique approaches and 
specific actions undertaken by cities that demonstrate best practice examples.  
Content analysis of comprehensive and sustainability plans is definitional. Norton 
explains that although content analysis for this purpose uses sums or average of scores, a scale or 
an index is not required to accurately encompass and measure the scope of the data or concept 
being evaluated (2008). The attributes of city plans, to which the indicators were applied and 
were scored a 0, 1 or 2, are stand-alone and are not correlational (Norton, 2008).  
After scoring 21 cities, the plans' normalized scores range from 53.10% (Miami) to 
89.35% (Long Beach) with the average of 78.23%. Nine cities are below this reference score, 
with the cities of Miami and New York (59.69%) receiving the lowest scores (See Figure 4). 
Miami is the only large U.S. city with majority foreign-born population since 1980. New York, 
on the other hand, is the fourth U.S. large city with the highest foreign-born population share in 
2009. From 1920 to 1960, New York ranked as the top city with highest share of immigrant 
population and remained within the top five rankings for all the other decades used for historical 
settlement immigration pattern. On the other hand, the highest scoring cities are Long Beach 
(89.35%), Austin (89.35%) and San Jose (89.01%). Long Beach and San Jose are established 
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immigrant-concentration cities while Austin was only considered an immigrant gateway since 
1990, when it ranked 23
rd
 with 8.5% foreign-born share in total population and has been 
climbing the ranks in 2000 and 2009 (see Appendix D). The individual cities’ scores and the 
normalized scores for the city groupings will be discussed per indicator protocol category. (see 
Figures 4, 5, 6 and 7). 
 
 
Figure 4: Normalized Scores of the 21 Evaluated Cities 
Note: bars in yellow represent established immigrant-concentration cities and bars in purple represent new foreign-
born population city hubs 
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Figure 5: Scores of Established Immigrant-Concentration Cities 
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Figure 6: Scores of Newer Foreign-Born Population City Hubs 
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Figure 7: Normalized Scores of two City Groups 
 
As seen in Figure 7, in three of the four indicators protocol categories, the new foreign-
born population city hubs outscored the established immigrant-concentration cities by three to 
five percent. It is only in the plan presentation category where the established group scored 
slightly higher, with 81.55% compared to the new  group’s 80.95%. This resulted in the new 
group having a normalized score of 80.01% and the established group ending up with a 
normalized score of 76.89%. 
 
 
 
 
74 
 
Results per Indicator Protocol Category 
Factual basis 
Scores for factual basis category range from 32.69% (Miami) to 88.24% (Tucson) with 
an average of 69.51%. Nine cities received low scores (below the average); six belong to the 
established group and three to the new group. On the other hand, the two highest scoring cities, 
Tucson (88.46%) and Austin (86.54%) both fall under the new group (See Table 7). Within the 
city grouping, the difference between the lowest and highest scoring cities is 25 points or 48.08% 
for the established group and 17 points or 32.69% for the new group.  
Table 7: Factual Basis Category Scores per City 
City (city score) City Grouping Factual basis score 
Miami (53.10%) Established  32.69% 
New York (59.69%)  Established 46.15% 
Honolulu (75.40%)  Established 53.85% 
Phoenix (73.52%)  New 55.77% 
Dallas (76.20%)  New 59.62% 
Los Angeles (68.88%)  Established 61.54% 
Denver (74.85%)  New 63.46% 
Oakland (82.27%)  Established 67.31% 
Seattle (82.12%)  Established 69.23% 
San Francisco (73.99%)  Established 71.15% 
Fresno (72.40%)  New 71.15% 
Sacramento (80.88%)  New 73.08% 
Fort Worth (85.36%)  New 76.92% 
San Diego (80.63%)  Established 78.85% 
San Jose (89.01%)  Established   80.77% 
Long Beach (89.35%)  Established  80.77% 
El Paso (87.57%)  Established 80.77% 
Minneapolis (80.68%)  Established 80.77% 
Las Vegas (79.29%)  New 80.77% 
Austin (89.35%)  New 86.54% 
Tucson (88.24%) New 88.46% 
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Of the socio-economic indicators under this category: population, racial composition, 
housing tenure and employment numbers are typically presented in the comprehensive plans 
unlike median income, poverty rate and educational attainment. However in some cities like Las 
Vegas, its “Population Element” noted additional statistics and discussion on homeownership, 
education, unemployment and median income by ethnicity and race (see Figure 8) which 
provides more information on the  current status of the inter-cultural population (Las Vegas City, 
2000).  
 
Figure 8: Las Vegas Population Element - Homeownership, Education, Unemployment and Median Income 
by Race and Ethnicity 
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All the cities offer some form of public participation and stakeholder involvement, 
whether through public meeting or forum, open houses, surveys and charette exercises, among 
others, and coordination with other localities or partnership with non-government entities. In 
some cities like San Jose and San Diego participants, from the highest city officials to the 
community planning groups and resident participants, are listed and acknowledged (San Jose 
City, 2007; San Diego City, 2008).  In the case of Long Beach, the city presented a strategy for 
the future where a Collaborative Implementation Organization will be created. It will be 
composed of neighborhood representatives and education, business, non-profit and religious 
communities. This organization will create a ‘community scorecard’ available for all residents to 
access online. It will “inform residents, track accountability, identify trends, promote quick 
response and guide choices” for the city public services (Long Beach City, 2010).   
In the factual basis, there are several indicators that required a map, such as maps of 
Neighborhoods or maps of parks and other recreational venues. There are also other indicators 
which are more informative with a supplementary map, such as inventory of schools or public 
services. The maps also indicate the presence of ethnic or minority enclaves. For the City of 
Long Beach, it presented an additional map that shows the minority concentration. This provides 
significant information on the location of Hispanics or Asians within the city (see Figure 9) 
(Long Beach City, 2010). This type of map could complement other maps showing distribution 
of available housing or location of existing services that could assist in doing a spatial analysis 
on where development is necessary and resources or programs specifically addressing this group 
of the population can be directed. 
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Figure 9: Long Beach map on Minority Concentrations 
 
Also, all the cities have a Sustainability Plan or Climate Action Plan, except for Los 
Angeles which has EnvironmentLA, a sustainability-focused website of the city’s endeavors but 
without an actual plan or document (Los Angeles City, n.d.). However, social equity or social 
strategy-focused plans are absent from all the cities’ supplementary plans except for Sacramento 
that has a volunteerism-driven plan entitled “Sacramento Service Plan: A Blueprint to Increase 
Civic Engagement.” This was Mayor Kevin Johnson’s first policy initiative and was developed 
with the aim to “make Sacramento as the most caring city in the nation through service” 
(Sacramento City, n.d.). It outlines the city’s most urgent needs and provision of opportunities 
for Sacramentans to serve (Sacramento City, n.d.). There are also other types of plans that cities 
prepare. For instance, there are plans that center on culture and arts, like Austin’s “Create Austin 
Cultural Master Plan” and Sacramento’s “For Arts’ Sake Creative Action Plan” for the region 
(Austin City, n.d.; Sacramento City, 2010). Other cities have a food and urban agriculture plan to 
ensure food production and residents’ access to healthy foods. Examples of this are Seattle’s 
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“Food Action Plan” and Minneapolis’ “Urban Agriculture: Community Garden Pilot Program” 
(Seattle City, 2012; Minneapolis City, 2011). 
Indicators offering specific immigrant or multicultural assistance are absent from the 
contents of city plans. There is not one city that listed the presence of an Immigrant or 
Multicultural Office or officer. Cities that scored 1 for this indicator listed a Cultural Affairs 
office or Cultural Division as participant in the planning process. It was not highlighted by the 
city and the role or responsibility of this office or division was not discussed in the plans. Only 
three cities indicated the issue of language and addressed the need for multilingual service or 
assistance. San Francisco’s “General Plan” specifically tackled this in its housing element where 
the increase in housing access includes efforts to reach groups with language barriers (San 
Francisco City, 1996). In the case of the Tucson “General Plan,” addressing language barriers is 
a means to achieve increased public participation (Tucson City, 2013). There are also cities that 
scored 1 for this indicator. Austin recognized that there is an increasing need for multilingual 
communication but did not offer any measure or direct effort of the city to respond to this 
(Austin City, 2012). Denver’s “Comprehensive Plan” meanwhile mentioned that 
multilingualism, in students and employees alike, is a city asset (Denver City, 2000). 
Goals and Objectives 
Ten of the cities received either a score of 95.00% or 100.00% for the goals and objective 
category. On the other hand, Miami (55.00%) and New York (65.00%) received the lowest 
scores (See Table 8). The average score for the cities is 87.14%. For the established  group, six 
points or 30% separate the lowest and highest scores while in the new group, four points or 20% 
separate the lowest and highest scores. 
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Table 8: Goals and Objectives Category Score per City 
City (city score) City Grouping Factual basis score 
Miami (53.10%)  Established  55.00% 
New York (59.69%) Established  60.00% 
Fresno (72.40%)  New 75.00% 
Las Vegas (79.29%)  New  75.00% 
Phoenix (73.52%)  New  80.00% 
Los Angeles (68.88%)  Established 80.00% 
San Francisco (73.99%)  Established 80.00% 
Honolulu (75.40%)  Established 85.00% 
Sacramento (80.88%)  New 85.00% 
San Diego (80.63%)  Established 85.00% 
Minneapolis (80.68%)  Established 85.00% 
Dallas (76.20%)  New 95.00% 
Denver (74.85%) New 95.00% 
Fort Worth (85.36%) New 95.00% 
Oakland (82.27%)  Established   100.00% 
Seattle (82.12%)  Established  100.00% 
San Jose (89.01%) Established 100.00% 
Long Beach (89.35%)  Established 100.00% 
El Paso (87.57%)  Established 100.00% 
Austin (89.35%)  New 100.00% 
Tucson (88.24%) New 100.00% 
 
All of the plans consider sustainability a priority in their overall vision for their cities. 
Only Miami did not receive a score for the first two indicators since the Miami “Comprehensive 
Neighborhood Plan” only discussed sustainability through green practices in design, building, 
maintenance and energy efficiency. Miami also concentrated on policies and strategies and 
lacked the discussion of an overall city vision that is reflected through the plan (Miami City, 
2010). New York’s “PlaNYC2030,” although it scored 2 for sustainability with its consideration 
on the impacts of present actions to the future, focused primarily on the physical city and did not 
discuss social equity as an overall priority. Scattered, however, in the documents’ elements or 
sections are mentions or suggestions of inclusion and concern for residents needs, but without 
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regard to the racial composition aspect or inter-cultural identity of its population (New York 
City, 2011).   
On the other hand, Seattle’s “Comprehensive Plan” has four core values that serve as 
fundamental principle for the creation of the plan and will also be the basis of the plan’s success 
or failure. These four core values are “community, environmental stewardship, economic 
opportunity and security and social equity” (Seattle City, 2005). The city places importance and 
pride on its community fabric, neighborhood and diversity. It also strives to improve the quality 
of life of Seattleites. On top of that, with an explicit focus on social equity, the city places value 
on sharing its resources and opportunities for all citizens to benefit and not tolerate 
discrimination in employment or housing (Seattle City, 2005). The “Imagine Austin” plan has an 
entire section entitled “Tackling the Ethnic Divide” which presented history of segregation in the 
city and explains the present living condition of its minority population. It explains that in 2008, 
the city started the “Hispanic Quality of Life Initiative” offering recommendations on education, 
economic development, cultural arts/history enrichment and health. These were connected to 
citywide policies within the “Imagine Austin” plan (Austin City, 2012).     
Policies and Strategies 
Scores for policies and strategies category range from 54.05% for New York to 87.84% 
for Seattle, both under the established immigration-concentration cities. The highest scoring new 
foreign-born population city hub is Austin with a score of 85.14% while the lowest is Frenso 
with 64.86%. Twelve cities receive high scores, given that the average score for the 21 cities is 
74.97% (See Table 9). Twenty-five points or 33.78% separate the lowest and highest score for 
the established group and 15 points or 20.27% for the new group. 
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Table 9: Policies and Strategies Category Score per City 
City (city score) City Grouping Factual basis score 
New York (59.69%)  Established  54.05% 
Los Angeles (68.88%)  Established  55.41% 
Fresno (72.40%)  New 64.86% 
San Francisco (73.99%)  Established  66.22% 
Miami (53.10%)  Established 67.57% 
Oakland (82.27%) Established 68.92% 
Dallas (76.20%)  New 71.62% 
Tucson (88.24%)  New 71.62% 
San Diego (80.63%)  Established 72.97% 
Las Vegas (79.29%)  New 75.68% 
Honolulu (75.40%)  Established 77.03% 
Minneapolis (80.68%)  Established 78.38% 
Phoenix (73.52%)  New 79.73% 
Sacramento (80.88%) New 79.73% 
San Jose (89.01%) Established   82.43% 
Denver (74.85%)  New  83.78% 
Fort Worth (85.36%)  New 83.78% 
Long Beach (89.35%)  Established 83.78% 
El Paso (87.57%) Established 83.78% 
Austin (89.35%)  New 85.14% 
Seattle (82.12%)  Established 87.84% 
 
All of the cities scored high on policies relating to mixed use development, housing 
diversity and assistance, accommodating employment near or within residences and balancing 
growth and development of housing or employment centers with access to transit. Notably, 
Phoenix’s housing element promotes granny flats, multiple family set-up and live-work housing 
units (Phoenix City, 2002). Fresno allows the construction of secondary dwelling units on single-
family properties (Fresno City, 2002). El Paso allows designs for granny flats, in-law quarters 
and extended family housing to accommodate multi-generational families (El Paso City, 2012). 
Austin also promotes multi-generational land use (Austin City, 2012). The Dallas’ goals of 
expanding affordable housing alternatives target non-traditional households and Black and 
Hispanic families. Although 10 cities scored for the indicator on identifying and providing 
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specific measures to preserve minority or ethnic enclaves or neighborhoods, only two cities 
scored 2 (Dallas City, 2006). These are Oakland, which discusses the preservation of Chinatown, 
and El Paso, which discusses the preservation of Mission Valley and the Tigua culture in Ysleta. 
Both belong to the established immigrant-concentration cities group (Oakland City, 1998; El 
Paso City, 2012). 
In terms of supporting minority businesses and shops, there are 13 cities out of 21 that 
provided policies or strategies for minority and women owned businesses, for small-scale 
business incubators, for the promotion of local businesses and economy or for community-based 
businesses and retail centers. Uniquely, San Jose was the only city that indicated the active 
presence of ethnic chambers of commerce (San Jose City, 2007).  
Cities also scored high on policies relating to mobility, accessibility and transportation, 
such as walkability and bicycling, expansion of public transportation measures and maintenance 
of physical infrastructure. On the other hand, cities received varied scores on offering subsidy or 
assistance to public transport. Some cities like Sacramento offers reduced transit fare to be 
achieved in partnership with the region, while Minneapolis has a Metropass program for 
discounted bus and train passes in cooperation with local employers to promote and support 
public transit (Sacramento City, 2009; Minneapolis City, 2009).  
Other indicators where cities scored high are provision and access to natural resources, 
parks and green spaces, incorporation of sustainable development principles in relation to 
housing or transportation and the preservation of historic and cultural resource. However, the 
indicator on inter-cultural festivals, parades, holidays and facilities received a mix of scores. 
There are notable cities like Fort Worth that hosts Hispanic festivals, Austin that has an action 
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program that promotes city-wide multicultural festivals and Seattle that also has a policy that 
establishes multicultural activity centers and festivals to enhance community pride (Fort Worth 
City, 2012; Austin City, 2012; Seattle City, 2005). Denver claims that they host the largest Cinco 
de Mayo Hispanic celebration in the country. They also celebrate the Mexican Independence 
Day and an International Film Festival which has expanded to several cultural (Jewish, Asian 
and Pan-African) film festivals (Denver City, 2000). San Francisco, on the other hand, seeks and 
provides art grants for a wide range of arts programs which include the San Francisco Ethnic 
Dance Festival. The city recognizes the several multicultural arts organizations and discussed 
that these groups have been more successful in getting public sector support (San Francisco City, 
1996). 
In terms of learning opportunities, all the cities offer some form of job training program. 
In contrary, cities achieved lower scores on job support programs referring to job postings, job-
skill matching or information dissemination for job openings. Cities also scored low on offering 
language and civic classes for the residents. The few cities that required or offered language 
classes are Las Vegas (distance learning program for English language classes), Fort Worth 
(bilingual initiative), Phoenix (language classes), Denver (acquisition of additional language 
instructional materials), El Paso (offering language classes in Community colleges) and Seattle 
(classes for those who speak English as a second language) (Las Vegas City, 2000; Fort Worth 
City, 2012; Phoenix City, 2002; Denver City, 2000; El Paso City, 2012; Seattle City, 2005). For 
civic classes, only San Diego offered this learning opportunity and it is mentioned in the policy 
for joint use of school facilities (San Diego City, 2008). Another language related indicator is the 
use of multi-lingual signage and markers. Only six cities promote, mention or encourage the use 
of signage and markers not in English. In particular, Oakland’s Recreation section in the Open 
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Space, Conservation and Recreation element discusses the presence of an ethnically diverse 
population with residents speaking a language other than English. The section specifically 
focuses on neighborhoods with high percentage of linguistic isolation to have multi-lingual 
signs, programs and outreach (Oakland City, 1998). All of the cities provide access or have 
programs on activity centers supporting the education or recreation of its residents. These are in 
the form of libraries, museums, sporting venues and meeting centers. Only New York did not 
receive a score for providing some form of child care, youth or elderly care assistance in its plan. 
Cities also offer other forms of community social welfare assistance. Los Angeles, for instance 
has a mobile library, Long Beach provides tutorials and counseling and Minneapolis offers a 
household stability service in areas on parenting and housing retention (New York City, 2011; 
Los Angeles City, 1993; Long Beach City, 2010; Minneapolis City, 2009). 
There are indicators that the new group scores more highly than their more established 
counterparts. For instance, there are more cities in the new group that have neighborhood or 
citizen advisory groups, homeowners association or community-based planning initiatives. 
Seven out of the nine new foreign-born population city hubs have a policy or strategy addressing 
this indicator versus the five out of 12 established immigrant-concentration cities. All the new  
cities also scored in the indicator on food and sustenance sources whether these are in the form 
of community gardens or food banks or accessibility to fresh markets, whereas only nine in the 
established  group had a policy or strategy related to this indicator.  
A majority of the plans received a 0 for the indicator on supporting different places of 
worship. Only Sacramento and San Jose received a score of 2. Fresno, Fort Worth, Dallas and 
Phoenix for the new  group received a score of 1. “Envision San Jose” discussed the places of 
worship in relation to maintaining venues that increase social interaction while Sacramento 
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discusses this as part of the public and quasi-public use facilities (San Jose City, 2007; 
Sacramento City, 2009). 
Plan Presentation 
Four cities received the highest score for the plan presentation category with 92.86%. 
These are Oakland, San Jose and Long Beach (belonging to the established group) and Tucson 
(new group). Two cities, on the other hand, received the lowest score at 57.14%. These are 
Miami (established) and Denver (new). The average score for this category is 81.29% (See Table 
10). In both groups, the difference between the lowest and highest scores for this category is 
eight points or 35.71%. The average score for the established group is 81.55% while the average 
score for the new groups is 80.95%. 
 
Table 10: Plan Presentation Category Score per City 
City (city score) City Grouping Factual basis score 
Miami (53.10%)  Established  57.14% 
Denver (74.85%) New  57.14% 
Seattle (82.12%)  Established 71.43% 
New York (59.69%)  Established  78.57% 
Los Angeles (68.88%)  Established 78.57% 
Fresno (72.40%)  New 78.57% 
Phoenix (73.52%)  New 78.57% 
San Francisco (73.99%)  Established 78.57% 
Dallas (76.20%)  New 78.57% 
Minneapolis (80.68%)  Established 78.57% 
Honolulu (75.40%)  Established 85.71% 
Las Vegas (79.29%) New 85.71% 
San Diego (80.63%)  Established 85.71% 
Sacramento (80.88%)  New 85.71% 
Fort Worth (85.36%)  New   85.71% 
El Paso (87.57%)  Established  85.71% 
Austin (89.35%)  New 85.71% 
Oakland (82.27%)  Established 92.86% 
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Tucson (88.24%)  New 92.86% 
San Jose (89.01%)  Established 92.86% 
Long Beach (89.35%)  Established 92.86% 
  
All of these cities have accessible and available copies of their planning documents. The 
majority of the cities explain the sections or elements included in their respective comprehensive 
plans and have a glossary or definition of terms, either as a separate section, as an appendix or 
integrated within the plan elements. As mentioned in the goals and objectives category, only 
Miami does not have a discussion of the city’s overall vision, thus it is also the only city that did 
not receive a score for this indicator (Miami City, 2010).  
Only eight cities received a score for the indicator regarding the availability of plan or 
planning-related materials in other languages. All received a score of 1. Tucson’s “General Plan” 
addresses this need by providing a Spanish note in the comprehensive plan stating that the plans 
are only published in English, however inquiries in English can be directed to the City of Tucson 
Housing and Community Development Department either by phone call, e-mail or personal 
meeting (Tucson City, 2013). In the “forwardDallas!” Comprehensive Plan, polls and surveys 
were also distributed in Spanish, under the title “adelanteDallas!” (Dallas City, 2006). The Las 
Vegas “Master Plan 2020” also offered its online survey in both English and Spanish (Las Vegas 
City, 2000). On a more traditional measure, the Fresno “2025 General Plan” released notices for 
public meetings in Spanish publications (Fresno City, 2002). Another example is Envision 
Oakland’s “General Plan: Open Space, Conservation and Recreation” element, wherein they 
proposed to have a multilingual brochure to improve public information ( (Oakland City, 1998). 
The most notable effort for this indicator is “MiPlan: City of Miami Climate Action Plan.” The 
city has the two-page executive summary available in Spanish and downloadable from the city 
website (Miami City, 2008).  
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Independent Samples t-Test Results 
A t-Test was conducted to compare two means and determine whether they are 
statistically different from each other (Urdan, 2005). In this thesis, the independent samples t-
Test was used. An independent samples t-Test requires using two samples that are independent 
and do not overlap with each other (Urdan, 2005). Samples were either established immigrant-
concentration cities or newer foreign-born population city hubs. This served as the categorical 
independent variable. The grouping of large cities was based on the length of time they have 
been an immigrant gateway. The dependent variable was the cities’ average immigrant-
responsiveness scores from the created social sustainability indicators protocol. There were four 
protocol categories: factual basis, goals and objectives, policies and strategies and plan 
presentation.  
Applying the t- Test to each category determines whether there is a statistical difference 
on the cities’ response to immigrant needs based on the duration of time it has been an immigrant 
gateway. For the purpose of this thesis, α=0.05 was used. The null hypothesis is that there is no 
significant statistical difference between the means of the two groups for all the four protocol 
categories t-Tested. The statistical computer program SPSS was used to perform the 
computations (see Table 11, 12, 13 and 14).  
 
Table 11: t-Test Results for Factual Basis Scores 
Group Statistics 
     
City_Type N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
Mean 
     Factual Established 
Immigrant 
Cities 
12 66.9875 15.77050 4.55255 
     New 
Immigration 
City Hubs 
9 72.8633 11.55558 3.85186 
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          Independent Samples Test 
  
Levene's Test 
for Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
F Sig. t Df 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Differenc
e 
Std. 
Error 
Differen
ce 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Factual Equal 
variances 
assumed 
.752 .397 -.942 19 .358 -5.87583 6.23942 -18.93508 7.18342 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 
    -.985 18.999 .337 -5.87583 5.96344 -18.35750 6.60583 
 
 
 
 
Table 12: t-Test Results for Goals and Objective Scores 
Group Statistics 
     
City_Type N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
Mean 
     Goals and 
Objectives 
Established 
Immigrant 
Cities 
12 85.8333 15.64279 4.51569 
     New 
Immigration 
City Hubs 
9 88.8889 10.24017 3.41339 
     
           Independent Samples Test 
  
Levene's Test 
for Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
F Sig. t Df 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Differenc
e 
Std. 
Error 
Differen
ce 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Goals and 
Objectives 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
.676 .421 -.508 19 .617 -3.05556 6.01094 -15.63660 9.52549 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 
    -.540 18.746 .596 -3.05556 5.66062 -14.91424 8.80313 
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Table 13: t-Test Results for Policy and Strategy Scores 
Group Statistics 
     
City_Type N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
Mean 
     Policy 
and 
Strategy 
Established 
Immigrant 
Cities 
12 73.1983 11.06547 3.19433 
     New 
Immigration 
City Hubs 
9 77.3267 6.88434 2.29478 
     
           Independent Samples Test 
  
Levene's Test 
for Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Differenc
e 
Std. 
Error 
Differen
ce 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Policy 
and 
Strategy 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
2.350 .142 -.982 19 .338 -4.12833 4.20288 -12.92506 4.66839 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 
    -1.050 18.506 .307 -4.12833 3.93316 -12.37542 4.11875 
 
 
Table 14: t-Test Results for Plan Presentation Scores 
Group Statistics 
     
City_Type N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
Mean 
     Plan  
Pres’n 
Established 
Immigrant 
Cities 
12 81.5467 10.31085 2.97648 
     New 
Immigration 
City Hubs 
9 80.9500 10.10190 3.36730 
     
           Independent Samples Test 
  
Levene's Test 
for Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
F Sig. t Df 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Differen
ce 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Plan 
Pres’n 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
.086 .773 .132 19 .896 .59667 4.50809 -8.83888 10.03221 
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Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 
    .133 17.580 .896 .59667 4.49424 -8.86157 10.05491 
 
In all four categories, the computed significance is greater than .05 or p > .05. For the 
factual basis category p=.358 (Table 11). For the goals and objectives category p=.617 (Table 
12). For the policy and strategy category p=.338 (Table 13). For the plan presentation category 
p=.896 (Table 14). Thus, there is no significant statistical difference between the two groups of 
cities compared and tested. The null hypothesis is accepted. The immigrant responsiveness of 
large US cities does not depend on the length of time a city has been an immigrant gateway.  
The total number of samples used for this thesis was 21. According to Urdan, a larger 
sample size is considered more reliable because a smaller sample is more likely to have chance 
results (Urdan, 2005). Thus, aside from calculating statistical significance, the measure of how 
different the two sample groups are is also considered. This magnitude of treatment is referred to 
as the effect size (ES). A small ES ranges from 0.0 to .20, a medium ES from .20 to .50 and a 
large ES from 0.5 and above. An ES closer to zero means the groups are similar and overlapping. 
The greater the ES, the less in common the groups are. The simplest computation for ES is the 
difference of the groups’ means divided by the standard deviation from either group (Salkind, 
2004). This yielded an ES = 0.51 for factual basis, ES = 0.30 for goals and objectives, ES = 0.60 
for policies and strategies and ES = 0.06 for plan presentation. In the first three categories, there 
is a medium ES or a moderate overlap in the city groups. While in the plan presentation 
category, the ES is very small suggesting that the two groups are very similar.  
Both significance test and effect size test for the samples show that both groups do not 
present a statistical difference, are similar and that the identified independent variable (city 
grouping) does not impact the immigrant accommodation in large US cities. 
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Chapter V: CONCLUSION and RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 
 
After scoring the comprehensive plans and, in some cases, the sustainability plans of 
large U.S. cities with highest foreign-born population share, the thesis found that majority of the 
sample cities apply in planning practice most of the identified social sustainability indicators 
pertaining to social sustainability, equity and inter-culturalism. This is reflected more on 
indicators regarding public participation and involvement during the planning process, 
promotion of mixed-use development, diversity in housing options which includes multi-family 
dwelling and non-traditional housing choices, balancing development with proximity to public 
transit, increased accessibility and connectivity through walking and bicycling, support for 
minority-owned and local businesses, provision for activity centers, gathering places and parks 
or open spaces among a few. However, there are also indicators that are missing or lacking from 
the plans such as the presence of an Immigration or Diversity Office, provision of language 
translation service, preservation of ethnic enclaves, availability of plans in other languages, 
learning opportunities for language education or citizenship preparation, having multi-lingual 
signage and markers, support for multi-cultural or ethnic festivities and having different types of 
places of worship.  
With the use of the independent samples t-Test, the thesis also determined that the length 
of time a city has been identified as an established immigrant-concentration does not correlate to 
having a higher degree of social sustainability, inclusivity and integration compared to newer 
foreign-born population hubs. In three of four protocol categories, the newer group achieved 
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higher scores than their established counterparts. There are possible reasons to which these 
results are attributed. Utilizing the information derived from the plan evaluation and learning 
from the sample cities’ current planning practice, plan preparation and creation process, future 
plans of cities and other applicable jurisdictions can be improved. The quality of plans requires 
assessing and evaluating to verify the plan’s effectiveness in responding to the populations’ 
needs. With that, improvements to this thesis will be presented to further the learning on plan 
analysis and application of social sustainability and inter-culturalism in planning. 
Limitations of Comprehensive and Sustainability Plans  
 Norton explains that a problem with assessing plan documents is that the literature may 
not accurately present, outline and document the plan creation process or other planning efforts 
practiced by the locality (Norton, 2008). The way content analysis works is by referencing 
explicitly mentioned and discussed points in the plans that correspond to the indicators protocol 
referenced in scoring. In the case of the lowest scoring cities, the way these plans were presented 
were not in the typical comprehensive plan format or template where the city background and 
existing conditions were reported first, a guiding vision for the city’s future was used as 
reference for the proposed planning measures, a list of objectives, policies and strategies or 
actions was outlined for elements such as land use, housing, transportation, parks and recreation 
among others and finally, additional sections explain the plan creation process or the responsible 
locality office accountable for each policy were listed. Miami’s plan focused on policies and 
strategies. It lacked the city facts and numbers, the overall vision and the planning process and 
stakeholders involved (Miami City, 2010). New York’s plan doubles as its sustainability plan 
thus it has more elements related to energy efficiency, climate change, water supply and air 
quality but very limited social dimension to planning (New York City, 2011).  
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 Both Miami and New York, as explained in the Analysis and Findings section, are 
notable established immigrant-concentration cities. These cities may be responding to immigrant 
needs but opted to not state or outline every immigrant-friendly measure they normally practice 
in their city comprehensive plans. Qadeer and Agrawal explain that there is a disconnect between 
what is written in the planning process and powers such as in the case of minority participation, 
or the lack thereof, with what is actually being practiced (2011). They defended that planning 
practice has been improvingly communicative and collaborative as seen in vibrant multicultural 
cities, specifically citing New York City and Los Angeles City as American city examples. The 
existence of Chinatowns, barrios, bazaars and other forms of ethnic commercial area, the 
presence of multi-lingual street signs and the range of religious institutions, parades and festivals 
embody the products of extensive minority and inter-cultural participation and collaboration 
(Qadeer et al, 2011). These items, eliminated from the reviewed plans, were not accounted for in 
the scoring of cities. Although in actual practice, as described above, these are already in place. 
The lack or poor documentation in plans, however, does not diminish the value of using 
content analysis in measuring plan quality or performance. The generated results remain valid 
since what lacks in one aspect of the plan, such as poor documentation of plan-making process, 
can be accounted for in another protocol indicator, such as the indicator pertaining to conveyance 
of message (Norton, 2008).  
Nonetheless, cities need to be more explicit and clear in laying out their social 
sustainability and inter-cultural measures if the city does indeed offer or provide such services or 
assistance or strategies to their constituents. Equity need not be the forgotten or overlooked “E” 
in sustainability anymore. Indicators that scored minimal, even for the largest cities with highest 
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share of foreign-born population, should be revisited. There are 13 indicators that received scores 
at or lower than half the maximum possible combined city scores (see Table 15, Appendix I).  
 
Table 15: Indicators with Lowest Combined City Scores 
Indicator Combined City Scores 
maximum score = 42 
 Factual Basis  
Educational Attainment 13 
Poverty rate 11 
Presence of an Immigration or Multicultural or Diversity Office and/or 
Officer 
7 
Multilingual assistance or service offered in city government agencies 
(translator or interpreter) 
10 
Existence of Supplementary plans  - Social Strategy or Social Equity 
Plan, Service or Volunteerism Plan 
2 
Existence of Supplementary plans - Cultural Plan or others 21 
 Policies and Strategies  
Support different places of worship 8 
Support measures to preserve identity and character of minority 
enclaves/communities 
12 
Provide learning opportunities - civic classes or citizenship review 
centers 
15 
Allow multilingual signage and markers 8 
Offer health programs, subsidies or discounts for the elderly, children, 
women and other minority group 
21 
Expand number, size or scope of health centers/clinics/facilities or 
other healthcare resource 
21 
 Plan Presentation  
Availability of plans, summary or plan-related information material in 
other languages 
8 
 
Literature supports that these indicators represent and respond to the needs of 
immigrants. When these are to complement with the other identified indicators and applied 
diligently by responsible and collaborating government entities to their respective jurisdictions, 
issues on social sustainability and equity for the inter-cultural population can be alleviated. 
The influence on the style and choice of plan presentation and contents is impacted by the 
entity or entities that created the plans. There are cities that sought the assistance of planning 
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consultants and the extent of their input in the plan creation is not mentioned. There is no 
measure of representative bureaucracy in the planning offices who oversee the plan creation 
process. Having ethnic or minority representation in the process adds to the cultural competence 
and diverse perspective in policy-making, offering a more direct approach in presenting their 
experiences and knowledge of the ‘other’s’ values and traditions. The impact and strength of the 
current leadership and the political inclination of the locality’s leaders or council can either 
initiate and push for measures leaning towards inclusion, or can move the municipality in the 
other direction wherein more exclusionary steps are undertaken. 
This period of increased pace of immigration creates a wide window of opportunity for 
conversation and awareness on the need and positive effects of inter-culturalism. New foreign-
born population city hubs are subject to the influx of immigrants at a time when cities, planning 
practitioners and residents have a wealth of information available. Most, if not all, cities have 
government websites. The planning practice is also well documented through journals and 
presentations in conferences hosted by planning networks linking together the profession and 
those who practice it. These cities benefit from the exchange of knowledge, from the experience 
and practice of other cities, including those of the established immigrant-concentration cities and 
other countries. This can be seen in the way “Imagine Austin” presented its policies and 
strategies. Austin included a key issues and trend information bar to paint a picture of what the 
city is currently experiencing, at the same time, provide best practice ideals adapted from 
specific programs or projects other cities or communities spearheaded (Austin City, 2012). The 
growing necessity to address timely issues built up the need to rapidly adapt to these changes and 
decide whether to embrace or dismiss change. The scores calculated from the city plans show 
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that the newer cities, in the face of apparent demographic shifts, are learning and adjusting 
quickly.  
Comprehensive and sustainability plans, although created with the purpose of directing 
growth and development in the locality, do not have policies and strategy implementation 
periods set and defined. Not all cities have standard review mechanisms on what percentage of 
the previous comprehensive plans materialized. Not all cities are like Long Beach which takes 
the process a step further by creating a scorecard for residents to review and assess the city’s 
performance (Long Beach City, 2010). In the same way that there are instances when planning 
practice is more progressive in addressing inclusivity and social cohesion than their respective 
planning documents do; there may be cases when issues identified and addressed on paper are 
not translated to actual practice. 
City plans, as identified above, have limitations. These limitations were reflected in the 
city scores and thus, defined the results of this thesis. However, the choice of using the 
comprehensive plans as the basis for evaluation remains the most representative document for 
the city’s vision and actions. It is still the most standard and complete planning document, 
explaining the city’s past, representing the city’s present and shaping the city’s future. This, 
nonetheless, does not discount the option of having other possible data sources to gauge and 
measure the immigrant-friendliness present in the largest U.S. cities or other jurisdictions.      
Other Data Sources to Measure Immigrant Accommodation in Cities 
Aside from comprehensive and sustainability plans, cities have other guiding documents. 
In the plan evaluation conducted, there were elements related to education and health care 
wherein cities received diverse scores. The School Board and the Health Department are entities 
within the city that operate separately from the planning office. For social sustainability 
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application, specifically for the education or the health element, these other offices could have 
their own guiding documents that would answer the residents’ equity and inter-cultural needs 
and reflect what the protocol the city uses, and which this thesis found lacking in the general 
comprehensive plans evaluated. Another document that reflects the actions taken by the city for 
specific projects would be the Capital Improvement Plan or Capital Improvement Program. It 
provides information on the budget allocated by the locality for different types of project. The 
social sustainability indicators protocol used for the evaluation of comprehensive and 
sustainability plans can be amended and adapted to fit the format and contents covered by these 
other types of city documents.  
It was also observed that the sustainability plans collected and reviewed for this thesis 
were dated from 2006 onwards. There are still some cities in the process of creating their own 
sustainability plan while some rely on a sustainability website at present. Years from now, 
sustainability plans may be in the mainstream of planning and there can be a plan evaluation 
exclusively focusing on sustainability plans. As comprehensive plans have evolved and 
improved through the years, the possibility of having sustainability plans develop to be more 
holistic and representative of the 3E’s is also highly likely. Cities, in time and with full 
optimism, could allocate more effort and resource to the creation of more sustainability plans 
centered on its residents and communities. Although at present, sustainability plans are often 
associated with environmental and climate change issues, hopefully, there will come a time when 
a social sustainability or a social strategy plan is a fixture document, constantly prepared and 
amended by cities and their respective planning offices to address the needs of their ever-
changing populace.       
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One does not need to look that far into the future to see a racial and social initiative 
happening since there are places and cities like Seattle that already have a Racial and Social 
Justice Initiative (RSJI) in place. With the initiative of Mayor Greg Nickels in 2004, the initiative 
was rooted on the following set of principles: “focus explicitly on race and institutional racism, 
define institutional racism, focus on causes and solutions, concentrate initially within the city 
government, achieve results, view this as a long-term project, be accountable to communities of 
color and use a community-organizing model” (Bronstein et al, 2011). In 2005, the city 
departments developed, customized and implemented RSJI work plans, focusing on issues on 
“workforce equity, economic equity, immigrant and refugee services, public engagement and 
capacity building” (Bronstein et al, 2011). The RSJI coordinating team created training modules 
to be used for all of the city’s 10,000 employees. The pilot department, which served as the 
laboratory for refining the initiative, was the second largest city department, the Seattle Public 
Utilities. The initiative introduced a systemic change or overhaul (Bronstein et al, 2011). Those 
learned experiences and efforts expanded. In the “Race and Social Justice Initiative 
Accomplishments Report” for 2009 to 2011, the city reported that RSJI received endorsement 
from city officials and the initiative extends to citywide projects, budget and legislative oversight 
of departments. The Racial Equity Toolkit is being utilized by all departments when analyzing 
budget proposals. The city also fostered stronger relationships with communities of color in 
terms of addressing planning issues and creating and supporting programs (Seattle Office of 
Civil Rights, 2011). Efforts such as these are not necessarily mentioned or indicated in 
comprehensive plans or other planning documents. The purpose of this initiative and the extent 
of its effects directly impact the foreign-born population living within the city. This thesis’ plan 
evaluation and the social sustainability indicators protocol miss taking into account city actions, 
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initiatives and projects like this. The inclusion of this kind of initiatives in the comprehensive 
plan will ensure its long-term sustainability in terms of budget allocation and implementation 
that transcends political terms of city leaders.  
The Applied Research Center stated that the use of Racial Equity Impact Assessments 
(REIA) in the United States is relatively new and limited. Aside from Seattle, there are a few 
other places that have a racial equity tool: King County, Washington’s Equity and Social Justice 
Initiative; Iowa and Connecticut’s Minority Impact Statements; and St. Paul, Minnesota’s 
Proposed Racial Equity Impact Policy. The United Kingdom, on the other hand, has been 
successfully using REIAs since the 2000s (Applied Research Center, 2009).     
The protocol also was not able to capture the efforts of private entities, non-profit 
agencies and ethnic organizations in assisting the immigrant population. Although there was an 
indicator under the factual basis that scores for partnership with other agencies outside the 
government, it did not account for the role and scope of work they provide in response to 
foreign-born accommodation and “immigrant-friendliness”. These non-government groups may 
be more prevalent and widespread in established immigrant-concentration cities, another reason 
that can be attributed to the lower scores received by this group’s plans compared to their newer 
counterpart.     
The thesis, its sample selection, the instrument it used on evaluating plans, its scoring 
system and other elements contained in it, can be improved to strengthen and expand the 
understanding and application of plan analysis and of social sustainability in the planning 
practice with an inter-cultural lens.        
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Improvements to the Thesis Operationalization and Further Research 
 It is recommended to continue amending and updating the developed Social 
Sustainability Indicators Protocol. Supported by the research, at this time and context, the listed 
indicators were identified to be most representative of the needs of a culturally diverse 
population. However, as the literature on demography also presented, the population landscape is 
ever evolving and new necessities and demands will rise. A new protocol can also be created 
specifically referring to social sustainability and inter-culturalism in education, health systems, 
housing, transportation or any other specified field of planning and city operation.  
During the inter-coding process and the achievement of the minimum assessment 
reliability score, one of the main concerns that arose and that needed careful interpretation to 
limit confusion and subjectivity was the wide range of content and discussion covered by the 
score 1. Unlike the scores of 0, which suggests the item was not present in the plan, or 2, which 
suggests that the item was mandated, both of which are straightforward and direct, the score of 1 
may mean a single word mention or several paragraphs of discussion. The creation of a wider 
ranged score system that accounts for additional score classification could further differentiate 
the scores of the cities. This, in turn, distinguishes the cities apart based on their efforts and 
actions as reflected in the evaluated plans. However, this means establishing definite guidelines 
and criteria for the new scoring scale or rating system. 
Another improvement in the operationalization of this thesis is the weighting of the four 
protocol categories. The thesis explained that for the purpose of this study, each category was 
taken to be of equal important for the comprehensive plan to be effective. However, a city’s 
creative and ingenuous approach to immigrant accommodation may be more prominent in its 
actions, which is presented in the policies and strategies category. This category also accounts 
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for the most indicators (37 out of 80) in the developed social sustainability indicators protocol. 
Thus, providing a heavier “weight factor” for this category can be looked into and used for future 
studies.  
On top of evaluating plan documents, to bridge the mentioned gap or disconnect from 
‘planning in paper’ compared to ’planning in practice,’ interviews with city planning officials or 
a survey can be conducted. This will ask focused questions or inquiries to supplement the 
information provided in the plans and offer an insight to the cities’ direct actions or approach to 
immigrant issues and concerns. Planners can also provide information on how they integrate or 
intend to use the inter-cultural approach in dealing with communities. As defined, inter-
culturalism refers to understanding of differences and the presence of mutual learning. Planning 
practitioners can share their actions, approaches and suggestions in “mechanizing” inter-
culturalsim in actual field practice that may not be typically outlined in comprehensive plans.   
The sample selection of cities used for the study can also be examined. Although there 
remain limitations on the available census information on foreign-born population numbers 
present in U.S. cities, the number of sample cities to be evaluated can be increased. A study can 
be made comparing the cities listed in the 2009 Nativity Table (Appendix B). This census table 
provided 284 U.S. cities with a population of 100,000 or more. Cities having the highest share of 
immigrants can be compared with cities having the smallest share of foreign-born population. 
There can be different groups of cities to be compared in order to determine a trend or a pattern 
or a relationship in cities’ response to social sustainability and inter-cultural needs. It is 
interesting to take note that majority of the cities evaluated in this thesis came from two states, 
eight from California and six from Texas. Evaluating city plans within a specific state that has 
high foreign-born population share, has a set of state-defined required elements to be included in 
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comprehensive plans and has presumably similar historical and social context, could be another 
approach in classifying cities and determining their extent of immigrant accommodation. This 
also presents an implication on whether state-level policies, strategies and legislations impact 
and influence the measures localities take in addressing social sustainability with an inter-
cultural lens.  
Implications to Planning Practice  
According to Singer, aside from cities, foreign-born concentration and settlement patterns 
show that immigrants have increasingly settled outside established gateways. Instead, they are 
also moving into the suburbs, although the institutional structures currently in place on these 
areas are insufficient or non-existent in assisting this population group (Singer, 2004). For areas 
not having any history of immigration and are currently emerging as home for immigrants, the 
social sustainability indicators protocol can be considered a starting point or a basic checklist in 
finding ways to respond to the foreign-born population needs. City planners and officials in these 
other jurisdictions can be mindful of elements, facts and details that would make the planning 
process and document culturally inclusive, representative, competent and responsive. It should 
be noted that this protocol is not a fixed template. It can and should be adjusted and tailored to 
the place and the people it will be used on to. Each place is unique and has its own culture and 
identity, on top of the inter-cultural characteristics brought to it by its new residents. 
The listed indicators in the protocol, whether it is supporting graphs or statistics, a 
guiding city goal or vision, an incorporated policy or an implemented presentation style, should 
primarily focus and cater to the people and the social dimensions and aspects of planning. Who 
are we and what do we have at present? What are we trying to achieve? How are we going to do 
it? Can this message reach all the intended stakeholders? All these questions should be asked 
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with the conscious recognition that the places where we live, work and play in are places we also 
share with people of different backgrounds, traditions and beliefs. Plans evaluated for this thesis 
already show the deliberate inclusion and participation of stakeholders and the public 
engagement in planning practice and plan creation process. Cities are making use of ingenious 
solutions to incorporate the typically unheard voices.   
A paper presented by Schrock, Bassett and Green in the 2012 ACSP Conference found in 
the action and sustainability plans of U.S. cities evaluated for economic development, social 
equity and sustainability; social equity is not generally prominent but has been a growing trend. 
Their findings show that cities mention or discuss equity as a goal, a problem to be addressed or 
an action to be taken although only a minority of the sample cities had equity as a prominent 
theme in their plans. Comparing the plans created before 2009 with those created from 2009 
onwards, there is an apparent increase in average equity rating (Schrock et al, 2012). Equity, 
then, may be getting more attention. This attention can be attributed to the inevitable change in 
the demographic composition that America faces. The awareness of diversity and the 
consciousness in valuing the preservation of one’s identity captures the whole idea of promoting 
and enforcing social sustainability. Change generates varied needs and demands. With necessity 
arises creative means of finding ways to respond to them. Planning practice and its practitioners 
are at the forefront of these intersections and interactions. 
It could take a few more planning documents and years for social sustainability to be in 
the mainstream of planning documents and planning practice themes, but it is now in a better 
position than it was years ago. This evaluation of city plans found that there are already measures 
being practiced by large cities fitting the needs of its jurisdictions, including its foreign-born 
population residents. These should be retained, expanded and treated as best practice examples to 
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learn from. Planning associations, journals and conferences can serve as venues for planners to 
interact and exchange knowledge and experience in dealing with an inter-cultural populace.  
On the other hand, the thesis also found missed planning opportunities. Primarily, it 
gathered that most of the lowest scoring indicators relate to language. Language assistance 
mainly holds an important role in connecting with the foreign-born population and bridging the 
gaps limited English proficiency has created. Another main indicator consideration ties back to 
preservation of ethnic identity and practice of inter-cultural traditions and faith. Policies, and in 
turn planning documents, are shaped with the majority or dominant culture in mind. However, 
adjustments and accommodations should be initiated for the planning profession to epitomize 
proactive and progressive practice.  
The thesis also found that response to foreign-born population necessities is not 
associated with the length of time a city or a place has been home to immigrants. This can be 
perceived in two ways. First, established immigrant-concentration cities become so used to the 
diversity within them that they no longer explicitly recognize the presence of difference. These 
cities may have consciously skipped on certain measures because actual or field practice dealt 
with it already. Second, new foreign-born population city hubs may be more aggressive and 
assertive in their planning measures and response due to the unavoidable and facial change and 
need in front of them. Either way, both signifies new hope and optimism that perspective and 
practice may be shifting towards a more open, inclusive and sustainable planning. Ignoring the 
presence of ’others’ within our everyday lives and surroundings is simply delaying reality.  
 Social sustainability and equity, applied with an inter-cultural lens, is an essential 
consideration and component of the planning practice. The increasing awareness of the issues 
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related to this third E of sustainability is garnering pace and interest due to the imminent ethnic 
and immigrant influx and mix, leading to cultural transformation, diversity and intersections in 
the limited places we share. It is a challenge to the planning profession to keep up with the said 
changes and to ensure that they remain true to their obligations and provision of service to their 
constituents regardless of their background, ethnicity or race. Hopefully, this thesis has provided 
important insights and understanding on the importance and value of ensuring the incorporation 
of social sustainability in planning. All our cities should take this opportunity to gain and learn 
from the experiences of others and customize their approach and solutions to fit the specific 
context of their places. Social sustainability is about addressing and responding to the needs of 
the citizens, with acceptance of diversity and attention to equity. There is much to gain and 
benefit in an environment and in relationships that are inclusive, cohesive and integrated. This is 
the best and opportune time to start conversations, bridge the gaps, seek the best solutions and 
ensure implementation of forward-looking plans and policies that would capture, promote and 
improve quality of life for the present and the future generations   
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Appendix A 
 
Policy and Practice Index of Multicultural Planning (Qadeer, 2009) 
 
 
 
1. Providing minority language facilities, translations and interpretation, in public 
consultations. 
2. Including minority representatives in planning committees and task forces as well as 
diversifying planning staff. 
3. Including ethnic/minority community organizations in the planning decision-making 
processes. 
4. Recognition of ethnic diversity as a planning goal in Official/Comprehensive Plans. 
5. City-wide policies for culture-specific institutions in plans, e.g., places of worship, 
ethnic seniors’ homes, cultural institutions, funeral homes, fairs and parades, etc. 
6. Routinely analyzing ethnic and racial variables in planning analysis. 
7. Studies of ethnic enclaves and neighbourhoods in transition. 
8. Policies/design guidelines for sustaining ethnic neighbourhoods. 
9. Policies/strategies for ethnic commercial areas, malls and business improvement 
areas. 
10. Incorporating culture/religion as an acceptable reason for site-specific 
accommodations/minor-variances. 
11. Accommodation of ethnic signage, street names and symbols. 
12. Policies for ethnic-specific service needs. 
13. Policies for immigrants’ special service needs. 
14. Policies/projects for ethnic heritage preservation. 
15. Guidelines for housing to suit diverse groups. 
16. Promoting ethnic community initiatives for housing and neighbourhood development.  
17. Development strategies taking account of inter-cultural needs. 
18. Promoting and systematizing ethnic entrepreneurship for economic development. 
19. Policies/strategies for promoting ethnic art and cultural services. 
20. Accommodating ethnic sports (e.g., cricket, bocce, etc) in playfield design and 
programming.   
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Appendix B 
 
Nativity and Place of Birth of Resident Population for Cities of 100,000 or more: 2009 
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Appendix C 
 
Nativity of the Population for the 50 Largest Urban Places: 1900 to 2000 
 
 
 
 
Table 23.  Nativity of the Population for the 50 Largest Urban Places: 1900 to 2000
(Leading dots indicate subparts)
Number Perce Number Percent
1 New York city, NY....................................................................................................8,008,278 5,137,246 2,871,032 35 9 1 New York city, NY....................................................................................................7,322,564 5,239,633 2,082,931 28.4
2 Los Angeles city, CA....................................................................................................3,694,834 2,182,114 1,512,720 40 9 2 Los Angeles city, CA....................................................................................................3,485,398 2,148,733 1,336,665 38.4
3 Chicago city, IL....................................................................................................2,895,964 2,267,058 628,906 21 7 3 Chicago city, IL....................................................................................................2,783,726 2,314,539 469,187 16 9
4 Houston city, TX....................................................................................................1,954,848 1,438,743 516,105 26 4 4 Houston city, TX....................................................................................................1,630,672 1,340,298 290,374 17.8
5 Philadelphia city, PA....................................................................................................1,517,550 1,380,345 137,205 9.0 5 Philadelphia city, PA....................................................................................................1,585,577 1,480,763 104,814 6 6
6 Phoenix city, AZ....................................................................................................1,320,994 1,063,669 257,325 19.5 6 San Diego city, CA....................................................................................................1,110,549 878,411 232,138 20.9
7 San Diego city, CA....................................................................................................1,223,341 909,114 314,227 25 7 7 Detroit city, MI....................................................................................................1,027,974 993,484 34,490 3 4
8 Dallas city, TX....................................................................................................1,188,204 897,768 290,436 24.4 8 Dallas city, TX....................................................................................................1,006,831 880,969 125,862 12.5
9 San Antonio city, TX....................................................................................................1,144,554 1,010,879 133,675 11 7 9 Phoenix city, AZ....................................................................................................983,403 898,731 84,672 8.6
10 Detroit city, MI....................................................................................................951,270 905,729 45,541 4.8 10 San Antonio city, TX....................................................................................................935,927 848,378 87,549 9 4
11 San Jose city, CA....................................................................................................893,889 564,132 329,757 36.9 11 San Jose city, CA....................................................................................................782,225 575,184 207,041 26 5
12 Indianapolis city (balance), IN....................................................................................................782,414 746,347 36,067 4 6 12 Baltimore city, MD....................................................................................................736,014 712,547 23,467 3.2
13 San Francisco city, CA....................................................................................................776,733 491,192 285,541 36 8 13 Indianapolis city, IN....................................................................................................731,321 717,358 13,963 1 9
14 Jacksonville city, FL....................................................................................................735,503 691,842 43,661 5.9 14 San Francisco city, CA....................................................................................................723,959 477,925 246,034 34.0
15 Columbus city, OH....................................................................................................711,644 663,931 47,713 6 7 15 Jacksonville city, FL....................................................................................................635,230 613,467 21,763 3 4
16 Austin city, TX....................................................................................................656,302 547,296 109,006 16.6 16 Columbus city, OH....................................................................................................632,958 609,487 23,471 3 7
17 Baltimore city, MD....................................................................................................651,154 621,516 29,638 4.6 17 Milwaukee city, WI....................................................................................................628,088 598,421 29,667 4 7
18 Memphis city, TN....................................................................................................649,845 623,770 26,075 4 0 18 Memphis city, TN....................................................................................................610,337 602,039 8,298 1 4
19 Milwaukee city, WI....................................................................................................596,956 550,834 46,122 7 7 19 Washington city, DC....................................................................................................606,900 548,013 58,887 9.7
20 Boston city, MA....................................................................................................589,141 437,305 151,836 25 8 20 Boston city, MA....................................................................................................574,283 459,686 114,597 20 0
21 Washington city, DC....................................................................................................572,059 498,498 73,561 12.9 21 Seattle city, WA....................................................................................................516,259 448,523 67,736 13.1
22 El Paso city, TX....................................................................................................564,280 416,775 147,505 26.1 22 El Paso city, TX....................................................................................................515,342 394,910 120,432 23 4
23 Seattle city, WA....................................................................................................563,375 468,423 94,952 16.9 23 Cleveland city, OH....................................................................................................505,616 484,641 20,975 4.1
24 Denver city, CO....................................................................................................554,636 458,035 96,601 17 4 24 New Orleans city, LA....................................................................................................496,938 476,154 20,784 4.2
25 Nashville-Davidson (balance), TN....................................................................................................545,549 506,613 38,936 7.1 25 Nashville-Davidson, TN....................................................................................................488,518 476,347 12,171 2.5
26 Charlotte city, NC....................................................................................................542,131 482,282 59,849 11 0 26 Denver city, CO....................................................................................................467,610 432,895 34,715 7.4
27 Fort Worth city, TX....................................................................................................535,420 448,300 87,120 16.3 27 Austin city, TX....................................................................................................465,577 425,951 39,626 8.5
28 Portland city, OR....................................................................................................529,025 460,049 68,976 13.0 28 Fort Worth city, TX....................................................................................................447,619 407,319 40,300 9 0
29 Oklahoma City city, OK....................................................................................................505,963 463,078 42,885 8 5 29 Oklahoma City city, OK....................................................................................................444,730 425,998 18,732 4 2
30 Tucson city, AZ....................................................................................................486,591 417,115 69,476 14 3 30 Portland city, OR....................................................................................................437,398 403,797 33,601 7.7
31 New Orleans city, LA....................................................................................................484,674 464,093 20,581 4 2 31 Kansas City city, MO....................................................................................................435,141 422,754 12,387 2 8
32 Las Vegas city, NV....................................................................................................478,868 388,212 90,656 18.9 32 Long Beach city, CA....................................................................................................429,433 325,283 104,150 24.3
33 Cleveland city, OH....................................................................................................478,393 457,021 21,372 4 5 33 Tucson city, AZ....................................................................................................405,390 361,993 43,397 10.7
34 Long Beach city, CA....................................................................................................461,381 329,213 132,168 28.6 34 St. Louis city, MO....................................................................................................396,685 386,651 10,034 2 5
35 Albuquerque city, NM....................................................................................................448,627 408,865 39,762 8.9 35 Charlotte city, NC....................................................................................................396,003 380,884 15,119 3.8
36 Kansas City city, MO....................................................................................................441,269 415,637 25,632 5.8 36 Atlanta city, GA....................................................................................................394,017 380,663 13,354 3 4
37 Fresno city, CA....................................................................................................427,224 340,287 86,937 20 3 37 Virginia Beach city, VA....................................................................................................393,069 372,552 20,517 5.2
38 Virginia Beach city, VA....................................................................................................425,257 396,981 28,276 6 6 38 Albuquerque city, NM....................................................................................................384,736 363,426 21,310 5 5
39 Atlanta city, GA....................................................................................................416,629 389,277 27,352 6.6 39 Oakland city, CA....................................................................................................372,242 298,718 73,524 19.8
40 Sacramento city, CA....................................................................................................407,075 324,459 82,616 20.3 40 Pittsburgh city, PA....................................................................................................369,879 352,933 16,946 4 6
41 Oakland city, CA....................................................................................................399,477 293,361 106,116 26 6 41 Sacramento city, CA....................................................................................................369,365 318,796 50,569 13 7
42 Mesa city, AZ....................................................................................................397,215 352,669 44,546 11.2 42 Minneapolis city, MN....................................................................................................368,383 345,759 22,624 6 1
43 Tulsa city, OK....................................................................................................393,051 367,386 25,665 6.5 43 Tulsa city, OK....................................................................................................367,193 356,183 11,010 3.0
44 Omaha city, NE....................................................................................................390,112 364,425 25,687 6.6 44 Honolulu CDP, HI....................................................................................................365,272 286,957 78,315 21 4
45 Minneapolis city, MN....................................................................................................382,452 326,977 55,475 14 5 45 Cincinnati city, OH....................................................................................................364,040 353,995 10,045 2 8
46 Honolulu CDP, HI....................................................................................................371,619 277,724 93,895 25.3 46 Miami city, FL....................................................................................................358,548 144,420 214,128 59.7
47 Miami city, FL....................................................................................................362,563 146,824 215,739 59.5 47 Fresno city, CA....................................................................................................354,202 293,467 60,735 17.1
48 Colorado Springs city, CO....................................................................................................360,798 335,534 25,264 7 0 48 Omaha city, NE....................................................................................................335,795 326,393 9,402 2 8
49 St. Louis city, MO....................................................................................................348,189 328,647 19,542 5 6 49 Toledo city, OH....................................................................................................332,943 323,680 9,263 2 8
50 Wichita city, KS....................................................................................................343,997 316,059 27,938 8 1 50 Buffalo city, NY....................................................................................................328,123 313,382 14,741 4 5
Native
Foreign born
2000* 1990*
Rank Place Total Native
Foreign born
Rank Place Total
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(continuation Table 23)  Nativity of the Population for the 50 Largest Urban Places: 1900 to 2000
Number Perce Number Percent
1 New York city, NY....................................................................................................7,071,639 5,401,440 1,670,199 23 6 1 New York city, NY....................................................................................................7,894,798 6,457,740 1,437,058 18.2
2 Chicago city, IL....................................................................................................3,005,078 2,569,846 435,232 14 5 2 Chicago city, IL....................................................................................................3,362,947 2,989,028 373,919 11 1
3 Los Angeles city, CA....................................................................................................2,966,850 2,162,032 804,818 27 1 3 Los Angeles city, CA....................................................................................................2,815,998 2,405,128 410,870 14.6
4 Philadelphia city, PA....................................................................................................1,688,210 1,580,259 107,951 6.4 4 Philadelphia city, PA....................................................................................................1,948,608 1,821,712 126,896 6 5
5 Houston city, TX....................................................................................................1,595,167 1,439,590 155,577 9 8 5 Detroit city, MI....................................................................................................1,511,322 1,391,975 119,347 7 9
6 Detroit city, MI....................................................................................................1,203,339 1,135,036 68,303 5.7 6 Houston city, TX....................................................................................................1,231,572 1,194,071 37,501 3.0
7 Dallas city, TX....................................................................................................904,074 849,162 54,912 6.1 7 Baltimore city, MD....................................................................................................905,757 877,047 28,710 3.2
8 San Diego city, CA....................................................................................................875,538 744,632 130,906 15 0 8 Dallas city, TX....................................................................................................844,280 826,854 17,426 2.1
9 Phoenix city, AZ....................................................................................................789,704 745,042 44,662 5.7 9 Washington city, DC....................................................................................................756,492 722,930 33,562 4.4
10 Baltimore city, MD....................................................................................................786,775 762,108 24,667 3.1 10 Cleveland city, OH....................................................................................................750,932 694,532 56,400 7.5
11 San Antonio city, TX....................................................................................................785,809 720,933 64,876 8 3 11 Indianapolis city, IN....................................................................................................744,768 733,895 10,873 1 5
12 Indianapolis city, IN....................................................................................................700,719 687,294 13,425 1.9 12 Milwaukee city, WI....................................................................................................717,110 677,534 39,576 5 5
13 San Francisco city, CA....................................................................................................678,974 486,770 192,204 28 3 13 San Francisco city, CA....................................................................................................715,673 561,166 154,507 21.6
14 Memphis city, TN....................................................................................................646,356 637,969 8,387 1 3 14 San Diego city, CA....................................................................................................696,474 643,497 52,977 7.6
15 Washington city, DC....................................................................................................638,333 597,774 40,559 6.4 15 San Antonio city, TX....................................................................................................654,468 615,779 38,689 5 9
16 Milwaukee city, WI....................................................................................................636,212 604,494 31,718 5 0 16 Boston city, MA....................................................................................................641,056 557,068 83,988 13 1
17 San Jose city, CA....................................................................................................629,442 538,528 90,914 14.4 17 Memphis city, TN....................................................................................................623,753 618,652 5,101 0 8
18 Cleveland city, OH....................................................................................................573,822 540,475 33,347 5 8 18 St. Louis city, MO....................................................................................................622,234 605,974 16,260 2 6
19 Columbus city, OH....................................................................................................564,866 548,411 16,455 2 9 19 New Orleans city, LA....................................................................................................593,467 575,358 18,109 3.1
20 Boston city, MA....................................................................................................562,994 475,938 87,056 15 5 20 Phoenix city, AZ....................................................................................................581,466 559,810 21,656 3.7
21 New Orleans city, LA....................................................................................................557,515 535,806 21,709 3 9 21 Columbus city, OH....................................................................................................539,469 528,275 11,194 2 1
22 Jacksonville city, FL....................................................................................................540,920 525,436 15,484 2.9 22 Seattle city, WA....................................................................................................530,860 482,437 48,423 9.1
23 Seattle city, WA....................................................................................................493,846 438,230 55,616 11.3 23 Jacksonville city, FL....................................................................................................528,865 519,169 9,696 1 8
24 Denver city, CO....................................................................................................492,365 461,653 30,712 6 2 24 Pittsburgh city, PA....................................................................................................520,146 488,871 31,275 6 0
25 Nashville-Davidson, TN....................................................................................................455,663 448,000 7,663 1 7 25 Denver city, CO....................................................................................................514,678 493,752 20,926 4.1
26 St. Louis city, MO....................................................................................................453,085 441,207 11,878 2 6 26 Kansas City city, MO....................................................................................................507,247 496,995 10,252 2 0
27 Kansas City city, MO....................................................................................................448,154 435,415 12,739 2.8 27 Atlanta city, GA....................................................................................................497,046 491,194 5,852 1 2
28 El Paso city, TX....................................................................................................425,259 334,352 90,907 21.4 28 Buffalo city, NY....................................................................................................462,781 427,529 35,252 7 6
29 Atlanta city, GA....................................................................................................425,022 415,245 9,777 2.3 29 Cincinnati city, OH....................................................................................................452,376 440,039 12,337 2 7
30 Pittsburgh city, PA....................................................................................................423,938 401,743 22,195 5 2 30 Nashville-Davidson, TN....................................................................................................448,003 444,315 3,688 0.8
31 Oklahoma City city, OK....................................................................................................403,243 391,791 11,452 2 8 31 San Jose city, CA....................................................................................................447,025 413,063 33,962 7 6
32 Cincinnati city, OH....................................................................................................385,457 374,833 10,624 2.8 32 Minneapolis city, MN....................................................................................................434,408 413,533 20,875 4 8
33 Fort Worth city, TX....................................................................................................385,166 366,854 18,312 4.8 33 Fort Worth city, TX....................................................................................................393,516 387,577 5,939 1 5
34 Minneapolis city, MN....................................................................................................370,951 352,691 18,260 4 9 34 Toledo city, OH....................................................................................................384,067 371,601 12,466 3 2
35 Portland city, OR....................................................................................................366,423 340,440 25,983 7.1 35 Newark city, NJ....................................................................................................382,374 342,270 40,104 10.5
36 Honolulu CDP, HI....................................................................................................365,048 297,010 68,038 18.6 36 Portland city, OR....................................................................................................381,927 360,847 21,080 5.5
37 Long Beach city, CA....................................................................................................361,334 309,923 51,411 14.2 37 Oklahoma City city, OK....................................................................................................366,756 362,877 3,879 1 1
38 Tulsa city, OK....................................................................................................360,919 351,570 9,349 2.6 38 Oakland city, CA....................................................................................................361,607 329,368 32,239 8.9
39 Buffalo city, NY....................................................................................................357,870 335,845 22,025 6 2 39 Louisville city, KY....................................................................................................361,496 358,058 3,438 1.0
40 Toledo city, OH....................................................................................................354,635 343,625 11,010 3 1 40 Long Beach city, CA....................................................................................................358,622 334,370 24,252 6.8
41 Miami city, FL....................................................................................................346,865 160,585 186,280 53.7 41 Omaha city, NE....................................................................................................347,790 337,053 10,737 3 1
42 Austin city, TX....................................................................................................345,544 328,840 16,704 4.8 42 Miami city, FL....................................................................................................335,062 194,855 140,207 41.8
43 Oakland city, CA....................................................................................................339,337 296,758 42,579 12 5 43 Tulsa city, OK....................................................................................................331,768 328,269 3,499 1.1
44 Albuquerque city, NM....................................................................................................331,767 316,711 15,056 4.5 44 Honolulu CDP, HI....................................................................................................324,869 289,644 35,225 10 8
45 Tucson city, AZ....................................................................................................330,537 304,331 26,206 7 9 45 El Paso city, TX....................................................................................................322,261 277,919 44,342 13 8
46 Newark city, NJ....................................................................................................329,248 281,509 47,739 14 5 46 St. Paul city, MN....................................................................................................310,004 297,966 12,038 3.9
47 Charlotte city, NC....................................................................................................314,447 305,705 8,742 2 8 47 Norfolk city, VA....................................................................................................307,951 300,477 7,474 2.4
48 Omaha city, NE....................................................................................................314,267 304,103 10,164 3.2 48 Birmingham city, AL....................................................................................................300,559 298,440 2,119 0 7
49 Louisville city, KY....................................................................................................298,455 294,293 4,162 1 4 49 Rochester city, NY....................................................................................................296,233 265,003 31,230 10 5
50 Birmingham city, AL....................................................................................................284,413 281,182 3,231 1 1 50 Tampa city, FL....................................................................................................277,748 261,381 16,367 5.9
Place Total Native
Foreign born
1980* 1970*
Rank Place Total Native
Foreign born
Rank
 
 
124 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(continuation Table 23)  Nativity of the Population for the 50 Largest Urban Places: 1900 to 2000
Number Perce Number Percent
1 New York city, NY....................................................................................................7,783,314 6,224,624 1,558,690 20 0 1 New York city, NY....................................................................................................7,887,380 6,026,450 1,860,930 23.6
2 Chicago city, IL....................................................................................................3,550,404 3,112,012 438,392 12 3 2 Chicago city, IL....................................................................................................3,611,580 3,078,610 532,970 14 8
3 Los Angeles city, CA....................................................................................................2,481,456 2,169,779 311,677 12 6 3 Philadelphia city, PA....................................................................................................2,068,095 1,830,300 237,795 11 5
4 Philadelphia city, PA....................................................................................................2,002,509 1,824,082 178,427 8.9 4 Los Angeles city, CA....................................................................................................1,965,150 1,702,210 262,940 13.4
5 Detroit city, MI....................................................................................................1,670,144 1,468,431 201,713 12.1 5 Detroit city, MI....................................................................................................1,846,660 1,568,400 278,260 15 1
6 Baltimore city, MD....................................................................................................939,024 899,337 39,687 4.2 6 Baltimore city, MD....................................................................................................945,940 893,295 52,645 5.6
7 Houston city, TX....................................................................................................938,219 913,920 24,299 2 6 7 Cleveland city, OH....................................................................................................912,840 779,960 132,880 14.6
8 Cleveland city, OH....................................................................................................876,050 779,466 96,584 11 0 8 St. Louis city, MO....................................................................................................853,490 811,435 42,055 4 9
9 Washington city, DC....................................................................................................763,956 724,985 38,971 5.1 9 Washington city, DC....................................................................................................800,830 758,090 42,740 5.3
10 St. Louis city, MO....................................................................................................750,026 723,547 26,479 3 5 10 Boston city, MA....................................................................................................800,590 651,590 149,000 18 6
11 Milwaukee city, WI....................................................................................................741,324 684,310 57,014 7 7 11 San Francisco city, CA....................................................................................................775,075 638,065 137,010 17.7
12 San Francisco city, CA....................................................................................................740,316 597,785 142,531 19 3 12 Pittsburgh city, PA....................................................................................................675,465 609,895 65,570 9 7
13 Boston city, MA....................................................................................................697,938 587,974 109,964 15 8 13 Milwaukee city, WI....................................................................................................636,005 572,815 63,190 9 9
14 Dallas city, TX....................................................................................................679,684 666,964 12,720 1.9 14 Houston city, TX....................................................................................................594,585 577,030 17,555 3.0
15 New Orleans city, LA....................................................................................................627,525 612,945 14,580 2 3 15 Buffalo city, NY....................................................................................................577,825 507,320 70,505 12 2
16 Pittsburgh city, PA....................................................................................................604,332 559,079 45,253 7 5 16 New Orleans city, LA....................................................................................................568,680 553,335 15,345 2.7
17 San Antonio city, TX....................................................................................................588,042 548,258 39,784 6 8 17 Minneapolis city, MN....................................................................................................519,245 470,455 48,790 9 4
18 San Diego city, CA....................................................................................................573,224 532,797 40,427 7 1 18 Cincinnati city, OH....................................................................................................502,010 481,485 20,525 4 1
19 Seattle city, WA....................................................................................................557,087 497,367 59,720 10.7 19 Seattle city, WA....................................................................................................466,110 406,845 59,265 12.7
20 Buffalo city, NY....................................................................................................532,759 477,739 55,020 10 3 20 Kansas City city, MO....................................................................................................456,710 440,660 16,050 3 5
21 Cincinnati city, OH....................................................................................................502,550 485,950 16,600 3.3 21 Newark city, NJ....................................................................................................437,540 365,730 71,810 16.4
22 Memphis city, TN....................................................................................................497,524 493,112 4,412 0 9 22 Dallas city, TX....................................................................................................432,970 424,620 8,350 1.9
23 Denver city, CO....................................................................................................493,887 470,134 23,753 4 8 23 Indianapolis city, IN....................................................................................................426,945 418,015 8,930 2 1
24 Atlanta city, GA....................................................................................................487,275 482,680 4,595 0.9 24 Denver city, CO....................................................................................................415,760 392,650 23,110 5.6
25 Minneapolis city, MN....................................................................................................482,872 448,424 34,448 7 1 25 San Antonio city, TX....................................................................................................407,335 374,340 32,995 8 1
26 Indianapolis city, IN....................................................................................................476,258 467,642 8,616 1.8 26 Memphis city, TN....................................................................................................394,985 390,650 4,335 1 1
27 Kansas City city, MO....................................................................................................476,500 463,329 13,171 2.8 27 Oakland city, CA....................................................................................................383,200 342,455 40,745 10.6
28 Columbus city, OH....................................................................................................471,316 460,264 11,052 2 3 28 Portland city, OR....................................................................................................373,105 338,185 34,920 9.4
29 Phoenix city, AZ....................................................................................................439,170 419,732 19,438 4.4 29 Louisville city, KY....................................................................................................367,375 362,485 4,890 1.3
30 Newark city, NJ....................................................................................................405,220 355,261 49,959 12 3 30 Columbus city, OH....................................................................................................362,205 351,740 10,465 2 9
31 Louisville city, KY....................................................................................................390,639 386,683 3,956 1 0 31 San Diego city, CA....................................................................................................333,865 308,605 25,260 7.6
32 Portland city, OR....................................................................................................372,664 345,238 27,426 7.4 32 Atlanta city, GA....................................................................................................331,210 327,015 4,195 1 3
33 Oakland city, CA....................................................................................................367,548 332,369 35,179 9 6 33 Rochester city, NY....................................................................................................330,990 281,945 49,045 14 8
34 Fort Worth city, TX....................................................................................................356,729 351,913 4,816 1.4 34 Birmingham city, AL....................................................................................................325,745 321,925 3,820 1 2
35 Long Beach city, CA....................................................................................................344,153 322,700 21,453 6.2 35 St. Paul city, MN....................................................................................................310,220 285,755 24,465 7.9
36 Birmingham city, AL....................................................................................................340,887 338,260 2,627 0 8 36 Toledo city, OH....................................................................................................303,725 283,650 20,075 6 6
37 Oklahoma City city, OK....................................................................................................324,253 320,757 3,496 1 1 37 Jersey City city, NJ....................................................................................................299,130 257,740 41,390 13 8
38 Rochester city, NY....................................................................................................318,611 276,567 42,044 13 2 38 Fort Worth city, TX....................................................................................................277,585 273,465 4,120 1 5
39 Toledo city, OH....................................................................................................318,003 302,620 15,383 4 8 39 Akron city, OH....................................................................................................273,710 252,855 20,855 7 6
40 St. Paul city, MN....................................................................................................313,411 295,997 17,414 5.6 40 Long Beach city, CA....................................................................................................250,135 233,875 16,260 6.5
41 Norfolk city, VA....................................................................................................305,872 300,091 5,781 1 9 41 Omaha city, NE....................................................................................................249,740 232,210 17,530 7 0
42 Omaha city, NE....................................................................................................301,598 287,215 14,383 4.8 42 Miami city, FL....................................................................................................248,970 218,850 30,120 12.1
43 Honolulu CDP, HI....................................................................................................294,194 263,216 30,978 10.5 43 Providence city, RI....................................................................................................248,520 209,085 39,435 15.9
44 Miami city, FL....................................................................................................291,688 242,442 49,246 16.9 44 Dayton city, OH....................................................................................................243,050 234,985 8,065 3 3
45 Akron city, OH....................................................................................................290,351 272,988 17,363 6.0 45 Oklahoma City city, OK....................................................................................................242,085 239,380 2,705 1 1
46 El Paso city, TX....................................................................................................276,687 233,673 43,014 15.5 46 Richmond city, VA....................................................................................................229,655 225,800 3,855 1 7
47 Jersey City city, NJ....................................................................................................276,101 245,128 30,973 11.2 47 Syracuse city, NY....................................................................................................218,830 195,335 23,495 10 7
48 Tampa city, FL....................................................................................................274,970 258,986 15,984 5.8 48 Norfolk city, VA....................................................................................................214,360 209,290 5,070 2.4
49 Dayton city, OH....................................................................................................262,332 256,234 6,098 2.3 49 Jacksonville city, FL....................................................................................................204,275 199,995 4,280 2 1
50 Tulsa city, OK....................................................................................................261,685 258,738 2,947 1.1 50 Worcester city, MA....................................................................................................202,940 168,925 34,015 16 8
Place Total Native
Foreign born
Rank Place Total Native
Foreign born
Rank
1960* 1950*
 
 
125 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(continuation Table 23)  Nativity of the Population for the 50 Largest Urban Places: 1900 to 2000
Number Perce Number Percent
1 New York city, NY....................................................................................................7,454,995 5,316,338 2,138,657 28 7 1 New York city, NY....................................................................................................6,930,446 4,571,760 2,358,686 34.0
2 Chicago city, IL....................................................................................................3,396,808 2,721,661 675,147 19 9 2 Chicago city, IL....................................................................................................3,376,438 2,517,029 859,409 25 5
3 Philadelphia city, PA....................................................................................................1,931,334 1,638,788 292,546 15.1 3 Philadelphia city, PA....................................................................................................1,950,961 1,578,883 372,078 19 1
4 Detroit city, MI....................................................................................................1,623,452 1,300,764 322,688 19.9 4 Detroit city, MI....................................................................................................1,568,662 1,162,780 405,882 25 9
5 Los Angeles city, CA....................................................................................................1,504,277 1,277,240 227,037 15 1 5 Los Angeles city, CA....................................................................................................1,238,048 990,913 247,135 20.0
6 Cleveland city, OH....................................................................................................878,336 698,552 179,784 20 5 6 Cleveland city, OH....................................................................................................900,429 669,483 230,946 25.6
7 Baltimore city, MD....................................................................................................859,100 797,402 61,698 7.2 7 St. Louis city, MO....................................................................................................821,960 740,614 81,346 9 9
8 St. Louis city, MO....................................................................................................816,048 756,401 59,647 7 3 8 Baltimore city, MD....................................................................................................804,874 729,426 75,448 9.4
9 Boston city, MA....................................................................................................770,816 586,736 184,080 23 9 9 Boston city, MA....................................................................................................781,188 547,501 233,687 29 9
10 Pittsburgh city, PA....................................................................................................671,659 586,756 84,903 12 6 10 Pittsburgh city, PA....................................................................................................669,817 560,132 109,685 16 4
11 Washington city, DC....................................................................................................663,091 628,175 34,916 5.3 11 San Francisco city, CA....................................................................................................634,394 462,753 171,641 27.1
12 San Francisco city, CA....................................................................................................634,536 494,513 140,023 22 1 12 Milwaukee city, WI....................................................................................................578,249 467,638 110,611 19 1
13 Milwaukee city, WI....................................................................................................587,472 503,531 83,941 14 3 13 Buffalo city, NY....................................................................................................573,076 454,135 118,941 20 8
14 Buffalo city, NY....................................................................................................575,901 483,500 92,401 16 0 14 Washington city, DC....................................................................................................486,869 456,136 30,733 6.3
15 New Orleans city, LA....................................................................................................494,537 479,334 15,203 3 1 15 Minneapolis city, MN....................................................................................................464,356 383,233 81,123 17 5
16 Minneapolis city, MN....................................................................................................492,370 428,006 64,364 13 1 16 New Orleans city, LA....................................................................................................458,762 437,716 21,046 4.6
17 Cincinnati city, OH....................................................................................................455,610 429,712 25,898 5.7 17 Cincinnati city, OH....................................................................................................451,160 416,174 34,986 7 8
18 Newark city, NJ....................................................................................................429,760 338,889 90,871 21 1 18 Newark city, NJ....................................................................................................442,337 326,202 116,135 26.3
19 Kansas City city, MO....................................................................................................399,178 379,758 19,420 4.9 19 Kansas City city, MO....................................................................................................399,746 373,548 26,198 6 6
20 Indianapolis city, IN....................................................................................................386,972 376,344 10,628 2.7 20 Seattle city, WA....................................................................................................365,583 287,241 78,342 21.4
21 Houston city, TX....................................................................................................384,514 369,050 15,464 4 0 21 Indianapolis city, IN....................................................................................................364,161 350,307 13,854 3 8
22 Seattle city, WA....................................................................................................368,302 304,832 63,470 17.2 22 Rochester city, NY....................................................................................................328,132 253,293 74,839 22 8
23 Rochester city, NY....................................................................................................324,975 264,737 60,238 18 5 23 Jersey City city, NJ....................................................................................................316,715 246,027 70,688 22 3
24 Denver city, CO....................................................................................................322,412 297,430 24,982 7 7 24 Louisville city, KY....................................................................................................307,745 298,714 9,031 2.9
25 Louisville city, KY....................................................................................................319,077 312,832 6,245 2 0 25 Portland city, OR....................................................................................................301,815 251,587 50,228 16.6
26 Columbus city, OH....................................................................................................306,087 294,035 12,052 3 9 26 Houston city, TX....................................................................................................292,352 274,415 17,937 6.1
27 Portland city, OR....................................................................................................305,394 265,389 40,005 13.1 27 Toledo city, OH....................................................................................................290,718 256,717 34,001 11 7
28 Atlanta city, GA....................................................................................................302,288 297,934 4,354 1.4 28 Columbus city, OH....................................................................................................290,564 275,122 15,442 5 3
29 Oakland city, CA....................................................................................................302,163 257,622 44,541 14 7 29 Denver city, CO....................................................................................................287,861 255,004 32,857 11.4
30 Jersey City city, NJ....................................................................................................301,173 247,797 53,376 17.7 30 Oakland city, CA....................................................................................................284,063 230,032 54,031 19.0
31 Dallas city, TX....................................................................................................294,734 287,339 7,395 2.5 31 St. Paul city, MN....................................................................................................271,606 226,954 44,652 16.4
32 Memphis city, TN....................................................................................................292,942 288,431 4,511 1 5 32 Atlanta city, GA....................................................................................................270,366 265,574 4,792 1 8
33 St. Paul city, MN....................................................................................................287,736 254,020 33,716 11.7 33 Dallas city, TX....................................................................................................260,475 251,014 9,461 3.6
34 Toledo city, OH....................................................................................................282,349 257,493 24,856 8 8 34 Birmingham city, AL....................................................................................................259,678 253,764 5,914 2 3
35 Birmingham city, AL....................................................................................................267,583 263,127 4,456 1 7 35 Akron city, OH....................................................................................................255,040 223,346 31,694 12 4
36 San Antonio city, TX....................................................................................................253,854 225,558 28,296 11 1 36 Memphis city, TN....................................................................................................253,143 247,816 5,327 2 1
37 Providence city, RI....................................................................................................253,504 201,655 51,849 20.5 37 Providence city, RI....................................................................................................252,981 187,626 65,355 25.8
38 Akron city, OH....................................................................................................244,791 219,313 25,478 10.4 38 San Antonio city, TX....................................................................................................231,542 190,830 40,712 17 6
39 Omaha city, NE....................................................................................................223,844 201,455 22,389 10.0 39 Omaha city, NE....................................................................................................214,006 184,480 29,526 13 8
40 Dayton city, OH....................................................................................................210,718 201,357 9,361 4.4 40 Syracuse city, NY....................................................................................................209,326 174,176 35,150 16 8
41 Syracuse city, NY....................................................................................................205,967 178,335 27,632 13 4 41 Dayton city, OH....................................................................................................200,982 188,888 12,094 6 0
42 Oklahoma City city, OK....................................................................................................204,424 201,573 2,851 1 4 42 Worcester city, MA....................................................................................................195,311 144,150 51,161 26 2
43 San Diego city, CA....................................................................................................203,341 183,228 20,113 9 9 43 Oklahoma City city, OK....................................................................................................185,389 181,667 3,722 2 0
44 Worcester city, MA....................................................................................................193,694 153,634 40,060 20.7 44 Richmond city, VA....................................................................................................182,929 178,810 4,119 2 3
45 Richmond city, VA....................................................................................................193,042 189,555 3,487 1.8 45 Youngstown city, OH....................................................................................................170,002 136,771 33,231 19.5
46 Fort Worth city, TX....................................................................................................177,662 174,098 3,564 2.0 46 Grand Rapids city, MI....................................................................................................168,592 141,243 27,349 16 2
47 Jacksonville city, FL....................................................................................................173,065 168,970 4,095 2.4 47 Hartford city, CT....................................................................................................164,072 119,416 44,656 27 2
48 Miami city, FL....................................................................................................172,172 155,547 16,625 9.7 48 Fort Worth city, TX....................................................................................................163,447 158,514 4,933 3 0
49 Youngstown city, OH....................................................................................................167,720 141,002 26,718 15 9 49 New Haven city, CT....................................................................................................162,655 122,111 40,544 24 9
50 Nashville city, TN....................................................................................................167,402 165,846 1,556 0.9 50 Flint city, MI....................................................................................................156,492 135,028 21,464 13.7
Place Total Native
Foreign born
Rank Place Total Native
Foreign born
Rank
1940 1930
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(continuation Table 23)  Nativity of the Population for the 50 Largest Urban Places: 1900 to 2000
Number Perce Number Percent
1 New York city, NY....................................................................................................5,620,048 3,591,888 2,028,160 36 1 1 New York city, NY....................................................................................................4,766,883 2,822,526 1,944,357 40.8
2 Chicago city, IL....................................................................................................2,701,705 1,893,147 808,558 29 9 2 Chicago city, IL....................................................................................................2,185,283 1,401,855 783,428 35 9
3 Philadelphia city, PA....................................................................................................1,823,779 1,423,035 400,744 22.0 3 Philadelphia city, PA....................................................................................................1,549,008 1,164,301 384,707 24 8
4 Detroit city, MI....................................................................................................993,678 702,794 290,884 29.3 4 St. Louis city, MO....................................................................................................687,029 560,806 126,223 18 4
5 Cleveland city, OH....................................................................................................796,841 556,668 240,173 30 1 5 Boston city, MA....................................................................................................670,585 427,220 243,365 36 3
6 St. Louis city, MO....................................................................................................772,897 669,271 103,626 13 4 6 Cleveland city, OH....................................................................................................560,663 364,493 196,170 35.0
7 Boston city, MA....................................................................................................748,060 505,441 242,619 32 4 7 Baltimore city, MD....................................................................................................558,485 480,823 77,662 13.9
8 Baltimore city, MD....................................................................................................733,826 649,017 84,809 11.6 8 Pittsburgh city, PA....................................................................................................533,905 392,981 140,924 26 4
9 Pittsburgh city, PA....................................................................................................588,343 467,551 120,792 20 5 9 Detroit city, MI....................................................................................................465,766 308,232 157,534 33 8
10 Los Angeles city, CA....................................................................................................576,673 454,542 122,131 21 2 10 Buffalo city, NY....................................................................................................423,715 305,026 118,689 28 0
11 Buffalo city, NY....................................................................................................506,775 384,951 121,824 24 0 11 San Francisco city, CA....................................................................................................416,912 274,614 142,298 34.1
12 San Francisco city, CA....................................................................................................506,676 357,481 149,195 29 4 12 Milwaukee city, WI....................................................................................................373,857 262,328 111,529 29 8
13 Milwaukee city, WI....................................................................................................457,147 346,987 110,160 24 1 13 Cincinnati city, OH....................................................................................................363,591 306,732 56,859 15 6
14 Washington city, DC....................................................................................................437,571 408,206 29,365 6.7 14 Newark city, NJ....................................................................................................347,469 236,462 111,007 31.9
15 Newark city, NJ....................................................................................................414,524 296,975 117,549 28 4 15 New Orleans city, LA....................................................................................................339,075 310,742 28,333 8.4
16 Cincinnati city, OH....................................................................................................401,247 358,326 42,921 10.7 16 Washington city, DC....................................................................................................331,069 306,167 24,902 7.5
17 New Orleans city, LA....................................................................................................387,219 359,854 27,365 7 1 17 Los Angeles city, CA....................................................................................................319,198 253,065 66,133 20.7
18 Minneapolis city, MN....................................................................................................380,582 292,334 88,248 23 2 18 Minneapolis city, MN....................................................................................................301,408 215,309 86,099 28 6
19 Kansas City city, MO....................................................................................................324,410 296,827 27,583 8.5 19 Jersey City city, NJ....................................................................................................267,779 189,792 77,987 29 1
20 Seattle city, WA....................................................................................................315,312 234,336 80,976 25.7 20 Kansas City city, MO....................................................................................................248,381 222,915 25,466 10 3
21 Indianapolis city, IN....................................................................................................314,194 297,098 17,096 5.4 21 Seattle city, WA....................................................................................................237,194 169,738 67,456 28.4
22 Jersey City city, NJ....................................................................................................298,103 221,809 76,294 25.6 22 Indianapolis city, IN....................................................................................................233,650 213,808 19,842 8 5
23 Rochester city, NY....................................................................................................295,750 224,339 71,411 24 1 23 Providence city, RI....................................................................................................224,326 147,327 76,999 34.3
24 Portland city, OR....................................................................................................258,288 208,510 49,778 19.3 24 Louisville city, KY....................................................................................................223,928 206,455 17,473 7.8
25 Denver city, CO....................................................................................................256,491 218,261 38,230 14 9 25 Rochester city, NY....................................................................................................218,149 159,073 59,076 27 1
26 Toledo city, OH....................................................................................................243,164 204,868 38,296 15 7 26 St. Paul city, MN....................................................................................................214,744 158,087 56,657 26.4
27 Providence city, RI....................................................................................................237,595 167,700 69,895 29.4 27 Denver city, CO....................................................................................................213,381 173,632 39,749 18.6
28 Columbus city, OH....................................................................................................237,031 220,844 16,187 6 8 28 Portland city, OR....................................................................................................207,214 156,902 50,312 24.3
29 Louisville city, KY....................................................................................................234,891 223,224 11,667 5 0 29 Columbus city, OH....................................................................................................181,511 165,148 16,363 9 0
30 St. Paul city, MN....................................................................................................234,698 182,976 51,722 22.0 30 Toledo city, OH....................................................................................................168,497 136,353 32,144 19 1
31 Oakland city, CA....................................................................................................216,261 166,366 49,895 23 1 31 Atlanta city, GA....................................................................................................154,839 150,338 4,501 2 9
32 Akron city, OH....................................................................................................208,435 170,414 38,021 18.2 32 Oakland city, CA....................................................................................................150,174 109,328 40,846 27.2
33 Atlanta city, GA....................................................................................................200,616 195,827 4,789 2.4 33 Worcester city, MA....................................................................................................145,986 97,389 48,597 33 3
34 Omaha city, NE....................................................................................................191,601 155,956 35,645 18.6 34 Syracuse city, NY....................................................................................................137,249 106,401 30,848 22 5
35 Worcester city, MA....................................................................................................179,754 126,227 53,527 29.8 35 New Haven city, CT....................................................................................................133,605 90,616 42,989 32 2
36 Birmingham city, AL....................................................................................................178,806 172,666 6,140 3 4 36 Birmingham city, AL....................................................................................................132,685 126,955 5,730 4 3
37 Syracuse city, NY....................................................................................................171,717 139,334 32,383 18 9 37 Memphis city, TN....................................................................................................131,105 124,585 6,520 5 0
38 Richmond city, VA....................................................................................................171,667 166,954 4,713 2.7 38 Scranton city, PA....................................................................................................129,867 94,745 35,122 27.0
39 New Haven city, CT....................................................................................................162,537 116,413 46,124 28.4 39 Richmond city, VA....................................................................................................127,628 123,492 4,136 3 2
40 Memphis city, TN....................................................................................................162,351 156,507 5,844 3 6 40 Paterson city, NJ....................................................................................................125,600 80,115 45,485 36.2
41 San Antonio city, TX....................................................................................................161,379 124,555 36,824 22 8 41 Omaha city, NE....................................................................................................124,096 96,917 27,179 21 9
42 Dallas city, TX....................................................................................................158,976 150,175 8,801 5.5 42 Fall River city, MA....................................................................................................119,295 68,337 50,958 42 7
43 Dayton city, OH....................................................................................................152,559 139,394 13,165 8.6 43 Dayton city, OH....................................................................................................116,577 102,685 13,892 11 9
44 Bridgeport city, CT....................................................................................................143,555 96,773 46,782 32.6 44 Grand Rapids city, MI....................................................................................................112,571 84,184 28,387 25 2
45 Houston city, TX....................................................................................................138,276 126,188 12,088 8 7 45 Nashville city, TN....................................................................................................110,364 107,347 3,017 2.7
46 Hartford city, CT....................................................................................................138,036 97,124 40,912 29 6 46 Lowell city, MA....................................................................................................106,294 62,800 43,494 40 9
47 Scranton city, PA....................................................................................................137,783 109,196 28,587 20 7 47 Cambridge city, MA....................................................................................................104,839 69,511 35,328 33.7
48 Grand Rapids city, MI....................................................................................................137,634 109,207 28,427 20 7 48 Spokane city, WA....................................................................................................104,402 82,582 21,820 20 9
49 Paterson city, NJ....................................................................................................135,875 90,633 45,242 33.3 49 Bridgeport city, CT....................................................................................................102,054 65,790 36,264 35.5
50 Youngstown city, OH....................................................................................................132,358 98,413 33,945 25 6 50 Albany city, NY....................................................................................................100,253 82,035 18,218 18.2
Place Total Native
Foreign born
Rank Place Total Native
Foreign born
Rank
1920 1910
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(continuation Table 23)  Nativity of the Population for the 50 Largest Urban Places: 1900 to 2000
Number Perce
1 New York city, NY....................................................................................................3,437,202 2,167,122 1,270,080 37 0
2 Chicago city, IL....................................................................................................1,698,575 1,111,463 587,112 34 6
3 Philadelphia city, PA....................................................................................................1,293,697 998,357 295,340 22.8
4 St. Louis city, MO....................................................................................................575,238 463,882 111,356 19 4
5 Boston city, MA....................................................................................................560,892 363,763 197,129 35 1
6 Baltimore city, MD....................................................................................................508,957 440,357 68,600 13.5
7 Cleveland city, OH....................................................................................................381,768 257,137 124,631 32 6
8 Buffalo city, NY....................................................................................................352,387 248,135 104,252 29 6
9 San Francisco city, CA....................................................................................................342,782 225,897 116,885 34 1
10 Cincinnati city, OH....................................................................................................325,902 267,941 57,961 17.8
11 Pittsburgh city, PA....................................................................................................321,616 236,738 84,878 26 4
12 New Orleans city, LA....................................................................................................287,104 256,779 30,325 10 6
13 Detroit city, MI....................................................................................................285,704 189,201 96,503 33.8
14 Milwaukee city, WI....................................................................................................285,315 196,324 88,991 31 2
15 Washington city, DC....................................................................................................278,718 258,599 20,119 7.2
16 Newark city, NJ....................................................................................................246,070 174,707 71,363 29 0
17 Jersey City city, NJ....................................................................................................206,433 148,009 58,424 28.3
18 Louisville city, KY....................................................................................................204,731 183,304 21,427 10 5
19 Minneapolis city, MN....................................................................................................202,718 141,697 61,021 30 1
20 Providence city, RI....................................................................................................175,597 119,742 55,855 31.8
21 Indianapolis city, IN....................................................................................................169,164 152,042 17,122 10.1
22 Kansas City city, MO....................................................................................................163,752 145,342 18,410 11.2
23 St. Paul city, MN....................................................................................................163,065 116,246 46,819 28.7
24 Rochester city, NY....................................................................................................162,608 121,860 40,748 25 1
25 Denver city, CO....................................................................................................133,859 108,558 25,301 18 9
26 Toledo city, OH....................................................................................................131,822 104,000 27,822 21 1
27 Allegheny city, PA....................................................................................................129,896 99,680 30,216 23.3
28 Columbus city, OH....................................................................................................125,560 113,232 12,328 9 8
29 Worcester city, MA....................................................................................................118,421 80,769 37,652 31.8
30 Syracuse city, NY....................................................................................................108,374 84,617 23,757 21 9
31 New Haven city, CT....................................................................................................108,027 77,225 30,802 28.5
32 Paterson city, NJ....................................................................................................105,171 66,380 38,791 36.9
33 Fall River city, MA....................................................................................................104,863 54,821 50,042 47 7
34 St. Joseph city, MO....................................................................................................102,979 94,555 8,424 8.2
35 Omaha city, NE....................................................................................................102,555 79,003 23,552 23.0
36 Los Angeles city, CA....................................................................................................102,479 82,515 19,964 19 5
37 Memphis city, TN....................................................................................................102,320 97,210 5,110 5 0
38 Scranton city, PA....................................................................................................102,026 73,053 28,973 28 4
39 Lowell city, MA....................................................................................................94,969 53,995 40,974 43.1
40 Albany city, NY....................................................................................................94,151 76,433 17,718 18 8
41 Cambridge city, MA....................................................................................................91,886 61,420 30,466 33 2
42 Portland city, OR....................................................................................................90,426 64,550 25,876 28.6
43 Atlanta city, GA....................................................................................................89,872 87,341 2,531 2.8
44 Grand Rapids city, MI....................................................................................................87,565 63,669 23,896 27 3
45 Dayton city, OH....................................................................................................85,333 75,280 10,053 11.8
46 Richmond city, VA....................................................................................................85,050 82,185 2,865 3.4
47 Nashville city, TN....................................................................................................80,865 77,828 3,037 3.8
48 Seattle city, WA....................................................................................................80,671 58,668 22,003 27.3
49 Hartford city, CT....................................................................................................79,850 56,092 23,758 29 8
50 Reading city, PA....................................................................................................78,961 73,021 5,940 7 5
Footnote:
 * Indicates sample data.
Internet release date: February 2, 2006
Rank Place Total Native
Foreign born
1900
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Appendix D 
 
Nativity of the 25 Largest Cities with Highest Foreign-Born Population Percentage:  
1900 to 2009  
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Appendix E 
 
List of City Plans Reviewed and Evaluated 
 
 
 
City Available Comprehensive Plan e-file Available supplementary plans e-file 
Miami city, Florida* 
Miami Comprehensive Neighborhood 
Plan July 2010 MiPlan - Climate Action Plan June 2008 
Los Angeles city, 
California LA General Plan 
no plan; only a link to EnvronmentLA 
city webpage; there is VISION2021 but it 
is a UCLA prepared plan   
San Jose city, California Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan 
San Jose Green Vision by 2022; Green 
Vision 2011 Annual Report 
New York city, New 
York PlaNYC2030 PlaNYC2030 
San Francisco city, 
California San Francisco General Plan June 1996 
Strategic Sustainability Plan March 
2011 
Oakland city, California Envision Oakland General Plan 
City of Oakland Energy and Climate 
Action Plan December 2012 
Houston city, Texas 
no actual General Plan, only a General 
Plan Committee Report December 
2006; city website with list of 
individual City plans 
Green Houston Emissions Reduction 
Plan December 2009 
Long Beach city, 
California Strategic Plan 2010 Long Beach Sustainable City Action Plan 
Honolulu CDP, Hawaii 
General Plan Objectives and Policies 
October 2002  
Sustainable Communities Plan (for each 
community); no citywide 
Sustainability Plan 
Boston city, 
Massachusetts 
no citywide plan; only the 
neighborhood of Roxbury has a 
Strategic Master Plan 2004 
A Climate of Progess City of Boston 
Climate Action Plan Updated 2011 
San Diego city, 
California 
General Plan City of Villages March 
2008 (with Conservation Element) 
City of San Diego Climate Protection 
Action Plan July 2005 
Dallas city, Texas 
forward Dallas! Comprehensive Plan 
June 2006 
Dallas Sustainability Plan Draft August 
2012 
El Paso city, Texas Plan El Paso Volumes 1 and 2 
Livable City Sustainability Plan March 
2008 
Sacramento city, 
California 
Sacramento 2030 General Plan 
March 2009 
Creating a Sustainable City; For Arts' 
Sake Creative Action Plan for Metro 
Region; Sacramento Service Plan: 
Volunteer Sacramento 
Phoenix city, Arizona General Plan for Phoenix 2002 Phoenix Environmental Sustainability 
 
 
135 
 
Program 
Las Vegas city, Nevada Las Vegas Master Plan 2020 
Sustainable Action Plan 2007 Executive 
Summary Department Operations 
Chicago city, Illinois 
no citywide plan (since 1966); only a 
Comprehensive Plan for City of North 
Chicago August 1996; there is a City 
Cultural Plan 2012 
2015 Sustainable Chicago Action 
Agenda; Chicago Climate Action Plan 
Fresno city, California 2025 Fresno General Plan Fresno Green April 2007 Draft 
Austin city, Texas Imagine Austin 
Climate Action Report 2010-2011; July 
2012 City of Austin Sustainability 
Achievements Report; Create Austin 
Executive Summary and Cultural Master 
Plan (1998) 
Arlington city, Texas 
undergoing planning process; 
Arlington 2025 Comprehensive Plan 
list of goals draft  City of Arlington Green Practices Report 
Fort Worth city, Texas Fort Worth 2012 Comprehensive Plan 
no plan; with list of Selected Action Plan 
initiatives in website; with a Request for 
Proposal link for Sustainability Action 
Plan creation  
Seattle city, 
Washington 
City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan 
2004-2024 
Seattle Climate Action Plan Green 
Ribbon Recommendations December 
2012; City of Seattle Food Action Plan 
Tucson city, Arizona 
City of Tucson General Plan 2013 
draft 
Action Climate Tucson - Climate 
Mitigation Report and 
Recommendations December 2011 
Denver city, Colorado Denver Comprehensive Plan 2000 Greenprint Action Agenda 2007-2011 
Minneapolis city, 
Minnesota 
Minneapolis Plan for Sustainable 
Growth 2009 
Sustainability Report 2012; Minneapolis 
Climate Action Plan in process of 
creation; Minneapolis Greenprint 2011 
Environmental Report 
   Note: 
  
  
established immigrant-concentration cities; *Miami - only majority foreign-
born city since 1980 
  new foreign-born population city hubs 
  cities excluded from the list due to unavailable plan e-files 
Supplementary 
plans (bold, 
italicized) 
sustainability plans with social component (included in scoring of cities) 
Supplementary plans 
(in green) 
sustainability plan's focus is primarily climate or environment-related 
Supplementary plans 
(in black) 
other types of existing supplementary plans 
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Appendix F 
 
Social Sustainability Indicators Protocol Scoring Guide 
(Note: A “0” score is given if the indicator is not present in the plan at all)  
 
 
 
1. Factual Basis 2 1 
Population size and/or growth, trend 
 There are actual 
numbers, figures, 
percentages, rates or dollar 
values; and/or 
 There are graphs, charts  
and tables as supporting 
information 
Mention of general trends but 
without specific details and 
graphics 
Population size and/or growth, trend 
Racial/Ethnic composition 
Households, Household size and/or 
Housing tenure 
Educational attainment 
Median income 
Employment rate, growth and/or 
trends  
Poverty rate 
Historical background and context 
(ex. legal context) 
Section on history and 
development of the city 
and/or laws leading to the 
creation of plans 
Brief mention of city history in 
other plan sections 
List of city leaders, planners, offices 
or departments and other 
stakeholders involved in planning 
List specific city leaders, 
departments, offices, 
neighborhoods, community 
groups or agencies involved 
in the plan creation process  
Mention of cooperation and 
collaboration among different 
stakeholders 
Presence of an Immigration or 
Multicultural or Diversity Office 
and/or Officer 
 Presence and active 
participation of this 
Office or Officer with the 
city organizational 
structure; and 
 Description of the role 
and responsibility of this 
Office/Officer 
 Presence of this 
Office/Officer but without 
discussion on what it does; 
or 
 Proposal or mention of the 
need to have this 
Office/Officer 
Multilingual assistance or service 
offered in city government agencies 
(translator or interpreter) 
Availability of this service in 
any city agency 
Proposal or mention of the 
need to have multilingual 
assistance or service 
Inter-locality/neighborhood 
coordination 
Incorporation of other locality 
(regional, neighborhood or 
community) plans or projects 
in creation of city plans 
Proposal or mention of the 
need to have inter-locality 
coordination 
Partnership with other agencies List specific agencies involved Mention of cooperation and 
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(Non-profit groups, 
businesses/companies) 
in the plan creation process  collaboration among other 
agencies 
Public participation Process - 
meetings, education session, charette 
 Specific examples of public 
participation process was 
used in the plan creation; 
and 
 Discussion of specific 
details such as how many 
meetings were held, how 
the public was invited 
Mention of public involvement 
in the plan creation process 
Public participation Process - local 
interviews/surveys, multilingual 
approach or other mechanism 
Existence of Supplementary plans  - 
Sustainability Plan or Climate Action 
Plan 
 List of other city plans; and 
 Referenced in the 
Comprehensive Plan or in 
the website where the 
Comprehensive Plan was 
downloaded  
Supplementary and/or 
neighborhood plans are 
proposed or suggested 
Existence of Supplementary plans  - 
Social Strategy or Social Equity Plan, 
Service or Volunteerism Plan 
Existence of Supplementary plans - 
Cultural Plan or others 
Existence of Sub-
area/Neighborhood/Community 
Plans 
Local Neighborhoods/Communities 
mapped 
Map specifically for identifying 
neighborhoods/communities 
within the city 
 List of local 
neighborhoods/ 
communities within the 
city; and/or 
 Local neighborhoods are 
presented or shown as 
part of another thematic 
map (for instance, a Parks 
Map having labels of local 
neighborhoods) 
Affordable Housing or Public Housing 
projects or Residential development 
mapped 
Map, presenting the entire 
city or covers a specific are, 
specifically depicting either 
existing or proposed 
affordable housing projects or 
residential development 
 List of housing projects; 
and/or 
 Housing map presented or 
shown as part of another 
thematic map  
Modes of public transportation 
available 
Identifies and promotes 
various forms of public 
transportation 
Proposal of having public 
transportation or making 
public transportation available 
Schools inventory 
 List of schools, of any 
educational levels, within 
the city or serving the city 
population (for instance, 
universities in proximity 
with the city and where 
city residents attend to); 
Mention of school boards, 
schools or colleges, in general, 
that are present in the city   
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and/or 
 Map specifically depicting 
either existing or proposed 
schools 
Public Facilities and/or Social Services 
inventory 
Identifies and promotes 
various forms of public 
facilities and/or social services 
offered by the city  
Proposal of having public 
facilities and/or social services 
or making it available to the 
public 
Parks/Recreational places mapped 
 List of parks/recreational 
places; and/or 
 Map specifically 
presenting 
parks/recreational plans 
List of parks/recreational 
places  
Arts or Cultural resource element as a 
separate section in the 
Comprehensive Plan 
Section on Arts and/or Culture  
Arts and/or Culture is 
discussed in another plan 
section  
 
2. Goals and Objective s 
Note:  
 the indicators, or if applicable, 
examples of the indicators, should 
be explicitly mentioned to receive 
a score;     
 this list does not include all the 
indicators; only those that are 
deemed to require additional 
clarification for standardization 
have notes 
 indicators without a note will 
follow the general guide of “2” 
for mandated and “1” for 
proposed  
2 
 mandated or required 
 “shall”, “will”, “require” or 
“must” 
 
1 
 proposed, suggested or 
encouraged 
 “encourage”, “consider”, 
“intend”, “should”  
Promote sustainability in overall 
vision 
 Sustainability is explicitly 
mentioned in the overall 
vision; and/or 
 The three pillars of 
sustainability: 
environment, economy 
and equity; and/or the 
consideration of future 
generations  are discussed 
Not all of the pillars of 
sustainability were mentioned 
in the city’s vision or overall 
goal  
Promote social equity in overall  
vision 
Specific focus on social 
sustainability, social equity, 
justice and fairness is explicitly 
mentioned in the overall 
vision 
Vision discusses the human 
dimension of sustainability 
with the focus on community 
but no mention of equity 
Embrace and value cultural diversity Key points discussed in the  
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Promote residents' social cohesion, 
inclusion and integration 
goals include, but not limited 
to, racial integration, cultural 
and ethnic identity/diversity 
Protect existing historical and cultural 
resource 
Present specific goals for 
preservation or conservation 
of historical elements and 
cultural resource, especially 
for ethnic enclaves  
 
Address the needs of inter-cultural 
resident groups 
Goals recognize the presence 
of varied culture of the 
immigrant population 
 
Improve city connectivity and 
accessibility  
Connectivity and accessibility 
include physical connections, 
such as transportation means, 
and social connections, such 
as venues for interaction 
 
Enhance residents' health, overall 
quality of life or livability 
Explicit mention of the terms 
quality of life and/or livability 
improvement in goals 
 
 
3. Policies and Strategies  
Note:  
 the indicators, or if applicable, 
examples of the indicators, should 
be explicitly mentioned to receive 
a score;     
 this list does not include all the 
indicators; only those that are 
deemed to require additional 
clarification for standardization 
have notes 
 indicators without a note will 
follow the general guide of “2” 
for mandated and “1” for 
proposed  
2 
 mandated or required 
 “shall”, “will”, “require” or 
“must” 
 Expansion of facilities or 
services is “detailed” if 
there is an explicit 
mention of proposed 
increase in facility 
numbers and/or type of 
services offered and/or 
there are actual rates and 
numbers signifying 
expansion 
1 
 proposed, suggested or 
encouraged  
 “encourage”, “consider”, 
“intend”, “should”  
Support measures to preserve 
identity and character of minority 
enclaves/communities 
Specific policies and strategies 
uniquely addressing ethnic 
enclaves (such as Chinatown 
regulations) 
Mention of preserving ethnic 
enclaves’ character, design 
and form in general 
Expand employment opportunities 
for all residents through job 
assistance/support programs (ex. 
maintaining job posting websites, 
distributing job opening or training 
information, job-skill matching etc.) 
The indicators appear similar 
but the first one refers to 
employment guides and 
assistance in finding jobs or 
available openings; Whereas 
the latter indicator refers to 
actual job-related training or 
courses to increase skills 
Efforts to promote job support 
programs and job-related 
learning opportunities is 
encouraged or proposed  
Provide learning opportunities - job 
training or vocational courses 
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Promote and support inter-cultural 
festivals, parades, holidays and 
facilities/venues 
These indicators must indicate 
the presence, role and 
participation of foreign-born 
population in the cited 
cultural activities  
City supports all forms of arts 
and cultural activities (without 
explicit indication of 
immigrant or ethnic 
contribution) 
Incorporate cultural diversity in 
citywide arts and music programs 
 
4. Plan Presentation 2 1 
Availability of plans, summary or 
plan-related information material in 
other languages 
Availability of plans, summary 
or plan-related information 
material in other languages 
Mention of the need or 
proposal for the translation of 
plans or plan-related 
information material in other 
languages 
Free copies of comprehensive plan 
accessible to public 
Copies of plans can be 
downloaded online for free 
and/or available in the public 
libraries, government offices 
or other community centers 
and agencies 
Free copies of the plans, either 
for download or physical 
copies are proposed to be 
made public 
Supplementary plans or plan draft 
available online 
Statement of city or plan's overall 
purpose 
Explicit mention of the city or 
plan’s purpose or overall 
vision, in its own section in the 
plan or as part of the plan’s 
introduction 
Mention of the need or 
importance of planning or 
having a plan but without an 
overarching guiding 
principle/statement 
Explanation/Description of plan 
sections and elements 
All of the plan’s elements have 
a discussion of its scope 
Not all of the plan’s elements 
have a description or 
explanation what the element 
contains   
Explanation of the planning process 
Itemized description of the 
steps the city undertook to 
conduct the plan creation 
and/or process for plan 
approval; Can be supported by 
flowcharts and/or diagrams  
Mention of the process the 
planners took to complete the 
plan but without specific 
measures or samples of public 
participation techniques used  
Provision of Definition of terms, 
glossary, index 
Presence of any of these 
sections: definition of terms, 
glossary and/or index 
Some terms are defined within 
the plan’s elements 
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Appendix G 
 
Scores Sustainability Evaluation Results: Established Immigration- Concentration Cities 
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Appendix H 
 
Scores Sustainability Evaluation Results: New Foreign-Born Population City Hubs 
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Appendix I 
 
Social Sustainability Indicators Protocol with Combined City Score 
(Note: red highlight signifies a low score – at or below half of maximum score;  
blue highlight signifies a perfect score)  
 
 
 
 
1. Factual basis  
Sum of Est. 
Cities 
(max=24) 
% of 
Est. 
Cities 
Score 
Sum of 
New Hubs 
(max=18) 
% of 
New 
Cities 
Score 
Combined 
City Scores 
(max=42) 
Population size and/or growth, 
trend 22 91.67% 17 94.44% 39 
Racial/Ethnic composition 18 75.00% 15 83.33% 33 
Households, Household size and/or 
Housing tenure 22 91.67% 17 94.44% 39 
Educational attainment 7 29.17% 6 33.33% 13 
Median income 9 37.50% 13 72.22% 22 
Employment rate, growth and/or 
trends  18 75.00% 18 100.00% 36 
Poverty rate 3 12.50% 8 44.44% 11 
Historical background and context 
(ex. legal context) 21 87.50% 17 94.44% 38 
List of city leaders, planners, offices 
or departments and other 
stakeholders involved in planning 20 83.33% 17 94.44% 37 
Presence of an Immigration or 
Multicultural or Diversity Office 
and/or Officer 5 20.83% 2 11.11% 7 
Multilingual assistance or service 
offered in city government agencies 
(translator or interpreter) 6 25.00% 4 22.22% 10 
Inter-locality/neighborhood 
coordination 24 100.00% 18 100.00% 42 
Partnership with other agencies 
(Non-profit groups, 
businesses/companies) 23 95.83% 17 94.44% 40 
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Public participation Process - 
meetings, education session, 
charette 21 87.50% 18 100.00% 39 
Public participation Process - local 
interviews/surveys, multilingual 
approach or other mechanism 20 83.33% 18 100.00% 38 
Existence of Supplementary plans  - 
Sustainability Plan or Climate 
Action Plan 23 95.83% 18 100.00% 41 
Existence of Supplementary plans  - 
Social Strategy or Social Equity Plan, 
Service or Volunteerism Plan 0 0.00% 2 11.11% 2 
Existence of Supplementary plans - 
Cultural Plan or others 13 54.17% 8 44.44% 21 
Existence of Sub-
area/Neighborhood/Community 
Plans 22 91.67% 17 94.44% 39 
Local Neighborhoods/Communities 
mapped 21 87.50% 16 88.89% 37 
Affordable Housing or Public 
Housing projects or Residential 
development mapped 15 62.50% 3 16.67% 18 
Modes of public transportation 
available 23 95.83% 17 94.44% 40 
Schools inventory 13 54.17% 14 77.78% 27 
Public Facilities and/or Social 
Services inventory 11 45.83% 11 61.11% 22 
Parks/Recreational places mapped 21 87.50% 18 100.00% 39 
Arts or Cultural resource element 
as a separate section in the 
Comprehensive Plan 17 70.83% 12 66.67% 29 
2. Goals and Objectives  
Sum of Est. 
Cities 
(max=24) 
% of 
Est. 
Cities 
Score 
Sum of 
New Hubs 
(max=18) 
% of 
New 
Cities 
Score 
Combined 
City Scores 
(max=42) 
Promote sustainability in overall 
vision 21 87.50% 16 88.89% 37 
Promote social equity in overal 
vision 18 75.00% 15 83.33% 33 
Embrace and value cultural 
diversity 21 87.50% 17 94.44% 38 
Promote residents' social cohesion, 
inclusion and integration 21 87.50% 15 83.33% 36 
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Improve social and community 
infrastructure 16 66.67% 16 88.89% 32 
Protect existing historical and 
cultural resource 23 95.83% 17 94.44% 40 
Encourage community and city 
engagement and interaction 21 87.50% 18 100.00% 39 
Address the needs of inter-cultural 
resident groups 19 79.17% 10 55.56% 29 
Improve city connectivity and 
accessibility  24 100.00% 18 100.00% 42 
Enhance residents' health, overall 
quality of life or livability 22 91.67% 18 100.00% 40 
3. Policies and Strategies  
Sum of Est. 
Cities 
(max=24) 
% of 
Est. 
Cities 
Score 
Sum of 
New Hubs 
(max=18) 
% of 
New 
Cities 
Score 
Combined 
City Scores 
(max=42) 
Support mixed use development 24 100.00% 18 100.00% 42 
Allow flexibility in zoning in terms 
of special use permit or variance 17 70.83% 17 94.44% 34 
Support different places of worship 2 8.33% 6 33.33% 8 
Permit multi-generational or multi-
family dwelling 22 91.67% 16 88.89% 38 
Allow resident employment (home 
occupation) or employment 
opportunities near or within 
residential areas 24 100.00% 15 83.33% 39 
Ensure housing affordability 
through Housing Assistance 
programs, housing subsidies or 
housing-related policies 24 100.00% 17 94.44% 41 
Provide diversity in housing options 
and prices (homeownership or 
rental) 24 100.00% 18 100.00% 42 
Protect and maintain character of 
existing neighborhoods 23 95.83% 18 100.00% 41 
Support measures to preserve 
identity and character of minority 
enclaves/communities 9 37.50% 3 16.67% 12 
Support locally and/or minority 
owned businesses and shops 20 83.33% 13 72.22% 33 
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Expand employment opportunities 
for all residents through job 
assistance/support programs (ex. 
maintaining job posting websites, 
distributing job opening or training 
information, job-skill matching etc.) 18 75.00% 10 55.56% 28 
Provide learning opportunities - job 
training or vocational courses 24 100.00% 16 88.89% 40 
Provide learning opportunities - 
civic classes or citizenship review 
centers 6 25.00% 9 50.00% 15 
Provide learning opportunities - 
ethnic arts (ex. playing an 
indigenous musical instrument, 
calligraphy) or sports (ex. cricket, 
badminton) or other types of 
lessons (ex. history or cultural 
heritage and pride, traditions, 
archaeological resource awareness 
etc.)  17 70.83% 9 50.00% 26 
Provide learning opportunities -  
local tours for new residents, 
educate residents on city 
issues/processes and other 
community-related programs 11 45.83% 14 77.78% 25 
Establish neighborhood or 
community-based advisory bodies 
representative of cultural diversity 
and/or support its programs and 
projects 9 37.50% 14 77.78% 23 
Allow multilingual signage and 
markers 5 20.83% 3 16.67% 8 
Support education opportunities 
for all members of the population  13 54.17% 13 72.22% 26 
Expand number or size of schools  17 70.83% 13 72.22% 30 
Provide health care resource, 
assistance and programs to benefit 
all members of the population 15 62.50% 15 83.33% 30 
Offer health programs, subsidies or 
discounts for the elderly, children, 
women and other minority group 12 50.00% 9 50.00% 21 
Expand number or size or scope of  
health centers/clinics/facilities or 
other healthcare resource 14 58.33% 7 38.89% 21 
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Establish or support measures and 
venues for community service and 
assistance (ex. incentives or 
facilities for child care assistance, 
youth  or for elderly care) 20 83.33% 15 83.33% 35 
Establish or support measures and 
venues for community service and 
assistance (ex. incentives or 
facilities for other social welfare 
offices or support amenities such as 
counseling, tutorials etc.) 12 50.00% 13 72.22% 25 
Have access to free or discounted 
gathering facilities (ex. libraries, 
gyms/sports centers, 
congregation/meeting halls, activity 
centers etc.) 22 91.67% 18 100.00% 40 
Ensure appropriate allocation and 
support to sustain and/or expand 
community social services and/or 
community social centers 17 70.83% 16 88.89% 33 
Establish community food or 
sustenance sources (ex. community 
gardens, food banks, local 
markets/groceries) 16 66.67% 15 83.33% 31 
Incorporate preservation and 
conservation measures to protect 
historic and cultural resource 23 95.83% 18 100.00% 41 
Promote and support inter-cultural 
festivals, parades, holidays and 
facilities/venues 14 58.33% 15 83.33% 29 
Incorporate cultural diversity in 
citywide arts and music programs 19 79.17% 14 77.78% 33 
Provide and expand public 
transportation measures  23 95.83% 18 100.00% 41 
Subsidize public modes of transport 
(ex. fare ridership fees or funding) 19 79.17% 13 72.22% 32 
Balance growth and development 
(ex. housing, employment) with 
accessibility to transit and services 
(ex. in the form of Transit Oriented 
Development) 24 100.00% 18 100.00% 42 
Maintain physical infrastructure 
(ex. roadways, sidewalks, 
streetscape etc.) 23 95.83% 17 94.44% 40 
Promote walkability and bicycling 24 100.00% 18 100.00% 42 
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Protect natural resources and 
provide parks, plazas, open or 
green spaces 23 95.83% 18 100.00% 41 
Incorporate sustainable 
development principles 21 87.50% 16 88.89% 37 
4. Plan presentation 
Sum of Est. 
Cities 
(max=24) 
% of 
Est. 
Cities 
Score 
Sum of 
New Hubs 
(max=18) 
% of 
New 
Cities 
Score 
Combined 
City Scores 
(max=42) 
Availability of plans, summary or 
plan-related information material in 
other languages 4 16.67% 4 22.22% 8 
Free copies of comprehensive plan 
accessible to public 24 100.00% 18 100.00% 42 
Supplementary plans or plan draft 
available online 23 95.83% 18 100.00% 41 
Statement of city or plan's overall 
purpose 20 83.33% 18 100.00% 38 
Explanation/Description of plan 
sections and elements 23 95.83% 18 100.00% 41 
Explanation of the planning process 20 83.33% 16 88.89% 36 
Provision of Definition of terms, 
glossary, index 23 95.83% 10 55.56% 33 
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